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ANNOTATION

The work is devoted to the study of modern organizational structures of
pharmaceutical companies, key characteristics of organizational design, factors
influencing contemporary organizational design, and comparative analyses of the
organizational structures of the world's largest pharmaceutical producers and
pharmacy chains.

The work consists of an introduction, 3 chapters, a conclusion, and a list of
sources used. It is laid out over 49 pages and contains 9 tables and 5 figures. There
are 46 sources of literature.

Key words: organizational structure, pharmacy, pharmaceutical enterprises,

medicines, management

AHOTAIIS

PoGota mpucBsYeHAa BUBYEHHIO CYYaCHHX OpraHi3alifHUX CTPYKTYp
(dapMalEeBTUYHUX KOMIIAHIMA, iX KIIOUYOBUX XapaKTEPUCTUK, (aKTOpiB, IO
BIUTMBAIOTH Ha iX ()OpMYBaHHs, MOPIBHSUILBHOMY aHAI3y OpraHi3aliiHuX CTPYKTYp
HaWOUTBIINX (hapMBUPOOHHKIB Ta alITEYHUX MEPEXK y CBITI.

Po6oTa ckiamgaerhces 31 BCTymy, 3 po3/iiiiB, BACHOBKIB, CIIMCKY BUKOPUCTAHUX
mxepen. Po3Miiena Ha 49 cropiHkax, MICTUTh 9 Tabnuilb, 5 pUCyHKiB. MicTuTh 46
JKEpe JIITepaTypH.

Knwouosi cnosa: oprauizaiiiina cTpykTypa, dapmariis, dapmaieBTUIH1

MIPUEMCTBA, JTIKU, MCHEDKMEHT
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INTRODUCTION

Actuality of theme. Analyzing the organizational structures of pharmaceutical
companies is essential due to the numerous factors influencing the global healthcare
and business environment. Pharmaceutical firms encounter significant pressure to
adapt to rapid technological advancements, increasingly stringent regulations, and
shifting healthcare requirements. To remain competitive, these organizations must
adopt contemporary organizational models and align internal processes with emerging
market trends, including accelerated drug development, enhanced safety standards,
and increased globalization.

The aim of the study is to research and synthesize the main trends in the design
of organizational structures within pharmaceutical companies.

Objectives of the study. To achieve the goal, the following tasks were
performed:

o conduct a study of key characteristics of organizational designs;

o to carry out a comparative analysis of substantial differences in
traditional and contemporary organizations;

o to study factors influencing contemporary organizational designs;

o to highlight indicators of organizational structure estimation;

o to research methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of
organizational structure and reasons for organizational restructuring;

o to carry out comparative analyses of organizational structures of the top
10 pharma producers;

o to carry out comparative analyses of organizational structures of the top
4 pharmacy chains in the world.

The object of research is pharmaceutical organizations (producers and
pharmacy chains).

The research subject is the design of pharmaceutical companies'

organizational structures and the contemporary features of their formation.
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Research methods. The following methods were used in the research to solve

these tasks: content analysis, descriptive method, structural-logical, generalization,
comparative, and grouping.

Approval of research results. The results of the research presented in the work
have been made public on XII scientific and practical internet-conference with
international participation «MANAGEMENT AND MARKETING IN THE
MODERN ECONOMY, SCIENCE, EDUCATION AND PRACTICE» (19 March
2026) and XXXII International scientifical and practical conference of young
scientists and students «TOPICAL ISSUES OF NEW MEDICINES
DEVELOPMENT (April 15-17 2026) presented in Appendix A.

Structure and scope of qualification work. The work consists of an
introduction, 3 chapters, conclusions, and a list of used sources. It is laid out on 49

pages, contains 9 tables, 5 figures. Source of literature 46.
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CHAPTER 1. THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO ORGANIZATIONAL

STRUCTURE FORMATION

1.1 The key characteristics of organizational designs

An organizational structure serves not merely as a reporting hierarchy but as
a strategic lever that determines the pace of operational processes and innovation
capacity. In an industry where business viability depends on the speed with which
drugs are brought to market, a company's architectural choice becomes a critical
success factor.

Organizational design is based on a set of dimensions that shape its internal
environment: vertical differentiation (hierarchy), span of management control,
departmentalization principles, level of centralization, and process formalization.
These elements determine how work is organized, how decision-making is carried
out, and how roles are distributed within a company.

Hierarchy (Vertical Differentiation) (fig 1.1). Hierarchy defines the
distribution of authority and the chain of command within an organization. It
determines how tasks and responsibilities flow from top management to operational -
level employees. There are two types of hierarchies: tall and flat.

Tall structures (Fig. 1.1) are characterized by multiple layers of management.
This model allows for closer supervision and clearer accountability, but often suffers
from delays in information transfer and slower decision-making [1].

Flat structures (fig. 1 .2) have fewer levels of management, resulting in a
broader span of control. They promote a more decentralized approach to decision-
making, leading to greater employee autonomy and faster communication. However,
a broader span of control might stretch managers thin, reducing the effectiveness of

supervision [2].
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Fig 1.1 Hierarchical organizational structure

Executive
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Fig 1.2 Flat organizational structure

Span of control refers to the number of direct reports a manager supervises. It
affects the organization’s agility and the level of autonomy granted to employees.
When a manager supervises many subordinates, the structure tends to be more
decentralized. Wide spans encourage delegation and can lead to increased employee
autonomy and faster decision-making. However, it can lead to managerial overload
and less hands-on supervision [3].

Narrow spans mean fewer employees per manager, enabling closer

supervision and more detailed guidance. However, this may result in more
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micromanagement, slower decision-making, and higher operational costs due to the

need for more managers [4].

Departmentalization is the way organizations group jobs and activities. It
plays a key role in shaping communication, workflow, and coordination across the
organization. In Functional Departmentalization, employees are grouped by
specialized function (e.g., marketing, finance, human resources). Functional
structures encourage expertise within departments but can create silos, where
communication between functions becomes inefficient [2].

Companies that diversify their products or services often adopt a divisional
structure. These divisions may be based on product lines, geographical regions, or
customer segments. Each division operates as a semi-autonomous entity with its own
resources and objectives. Divisional structures improve focus on specific markets or
products but may result in redundancy across divisions [3].

A matrix structure (fig. 1 .3, 1.4) combines two or more forms of
departmentalization, usually functional and divisional. Employees report to both a
functional manager and a divisional or project manager. While matrix structures
promote flexibility and enhance cross-functional collaboration, they can create

confusion due to dual reporting relationships and potential power struggles [5].

Executive
Functional Manager Functional Manager
Product Manager Employee Employee
Product manager Employee Employee

Fig 1.3 Matrix organizational structure
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Fig 1.4 Hybrid organizational structure

Centralization and decentralization define where decision-making authority
lies within the organization. In centralized organizations, decision-making power is
concentrated at the top. Centralization ensures consistency in decision-making and
tight control over operations. It is beneficial in stable environments that require
uniformity, such as large bureaucratic organizations. However, centralization can
slow down decision-making, especially in dynamic environments [4].

Decentralized structures allow lower levels of management to make decisions,
thereby improving responsiveness and employee morale by giving local units greater
control. This structure works well in rapidly changing environments where quick
decision-making is essential. However, it can result in inconsistent decision-making
across the organization and reduce alignment with company-wide objectives.

Formalization refers to the extent to which rules, procedures, and job
descriptions are standardized and documented. Highly formalized structures use
written policies and job descriptions to ensure consistency and predictability, which
is often necessary in larger organizations [4]. In highly formalized organizations,
employee behaviors are governed by strict rules, reducing flexibility and leaving
little room for discretion. This approach is common in industries with regulated
environments or those requiring precise operations, such as banking and

manufacturing [2].
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In contrast, low-formalization organizations allow greater discretion in how

tasks are performed, providing flexibility to employees and managers. This is often
seen in creative industries or startups, where adaptability and innovation are key [6].

Effective organizational structures ensure that different parts of the
organization coordinate and communicate well to meet overall goals. Coordination
mechanisms include:direct supervision, standardization, and mutual adjustment.

Hierarchical structures rely on managerial supervision to ensure coordination
across teams and departments [2]. Some organizations standardize processes or
outcomes to ensure that different parts of the organization work harmoniously
without requiring constant supervision. In more organic structures, coordination
occurs informally through direct communication between employees, especially in
dynamic environments where flexibility is essential.

Flexibility or Stability is characterized by mechanistic structures and organic
structures. Mechanistic structures are rigid structures with clear hierarchies, high
formalization, and centralized decision-making. Mechanistic structures promote
efficiency, stability, and control, making them suitable for organizations operating
in stable environments with little need for innovation. Organic structures are more
flexible, decentralized, and adaptable. Organic structures encourage informal
communication, cross-departmental collaboration, and decentralized decision-
making. They are ideal for dynamic environments that require innovation and rapid
change [7,8].

The matrix structure, which combines different forms of departmentalization,
is designed to handle complexity in large organizations with diverse products or
geographical markets. Employees report to both a functional manager and a product
or project manager, fostering both technical expertise and responsiveness to market
demands. While the matrix structure can improve flexibility and innovation, it can
also lead to conflict between managers and confusion over priorities [5]. Matrix
structures often rely on cross-functional teams, which increase the ability to respond

to customer needs or project goals more effectively, enhancing flexibility. However,



11
managing these teams can be complex, requiring clear communication channels and

conflict resolution strategies [3].
This deeper understanding helps organizations design structures that foster

both efficiency and adaptability in achieving their strategic goals.

1.2 . Comparative analysis of substantial differences in traditional and

contemporary organizations

The evolution from bureaucratic systems to adaptive networks is driven by
the transition from stable industrial production to a knowledge economy. Classic
models were created for low market volatility to maximize standardization.
Organizational structures are evolving significantly, reflecting the needs of modern
business environments. Modern approaches do not reject the classics but reinterpret
them. If the traditional model perceives a firm as a closed mechanism, modern
design views it as an open organism capable of self-improvement. A significant
difference lies in the perception of personnel: from «personnel administrationy
through coercion to "process partnership™ and respect for individual contribution.
Traditional structures often emphasize a rigid hierarchy, with clear chains of
command and well-defined roles. These structures, such as the pyramid model, are
typically characterized by centralized decision-making, with authority flowing from
the top down, making them suitable for stable environments. This structure allows
for strong control and consistent messaging across the organization, but it can also
stifle flexibility and innovation.

In contrast, modern or contemporary structures focus on flexibility,
collaboration, and adaptability. These structures often flatten the hierarchy and
encourage cross-functional teams to collaborate on projects. Employees in modern
organizations have greater autonomy, enabling them to contribute more directly to
decision-making processes and project execution. Examples include matrix or flat

organizations, where roles are less rigid, and communication flows more freely
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across departments. These structures are particularly suited to dynamic industries

like tech or aerospace, where rapid adaptation is necessary to stay competitive.

The shift towards contemporary organizational designs is driven by several
factors, such as technological advancements, increased competition, and the need
for faster decision-making. The traditional model may still work well in predictable,
low-uncertainty environments, but contemporary structures excel in fast-changing
industries by promoting innovation and adaptability.

Key distinctions in decision-making, communication, and flexibility
[9,10,11].

Contemporary models of organizational structure do not recognize any new
principles of organization not known from traditional or classical models. The
fundamental difference between the traditional (classical) and contemporary models
of organizational structures is reflected in the focus of organizational principles
(Table 1.1) [12, 13]. Studies confirm that companies with organic structures have
higher rates of innovation activity due to the removal of bureaucratic barriers and
intensive cross-functional interaction.

Table 1.1
Characteristics of essential differences between models of the traditional

(classical) and contemporary organizations

Feature for Conservative (Classic) Creativity-Oriented (Modern)

Comparison Paradigm Paradigm

Management Centralized vertical Network decentralization

Construction Deep, multi-layered Concise, horizontal structure
hierarchy

Supervision Rigid personal control Collective responsibility and

coaching

Style Rigidity and resistance to | Flexibility and strategic
Innovation lability

Essence of Tasks | Execution of static Creation of an innovative
operations product
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Relationships Formalism and Trust and team solidarity

subordination

Culture Weak identification or Corporate culture as an
non-existence integrating factor

Changes Perceived as a threat to Viewed as a source of
stability opportunity

At the same time, it is important to note that contemporary organizational
models do not completely reject the principles of classical management. Instead,
they reinterpret them. Fundamental principles such as division of labor,
coordination, and control remain relevant, but their implementation shifts from rigid
formalization to adaptive mechanisms. Thus, the key difference between traditional
and contemporary models lies not in the existence of new principles but in their
prioritization and practical application. The choice of organizational structure is not
arbitrary; it depends on the external environment and the company's strategic
priorities. Traditional structures are better suited to stable industries where
efficiency, cost control, and risk minimization are critical. In such contexts,
centralized decision-making ensures consistency and reduces operational
uncertainty.

However, in highly competitive, rapidly changing markets, contemporary
structures offer a significant advantage. Decentralization and flexibility enable faster
decision-making, improve responsiveness to customer needs, and facilitate
continuous innovation. As a result, companies with adaptive organizational designs
tend to demonstrate higher innovation performance and stronger long-term
competitiveness.

The correlation between organizational structure and innovation performance
can therefore be explained by several mechanisms: reduced bureaucratic barriers,
enhanced knowledge sharing, and increased employee engagement in decision-

making. Organizations that successfully align their structure with environmental
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complexity gain a strategic advantage, while those that rely on outdated, rigid

models risk losing competitiveness.

1.3. Factors Influencing Contemporary Organizational Designs

Contemporary organizational designs are influenced by a variety of factors
that determine how companies structure themselves to achieve their strategic
objectives. These factors shape whether organizations adopt more traditional,
hierarchical structures or lean toward flexible, adaptive forms. Key factors
influencing contemporary organizational design are as follows:

o Technology. Technology plays a critical role in shaping how
organizations are structured, especially in today’s digital age. The rapid
advancements in information technology, automation, and digital communication
have transformed how work is coordinated and managed within organizations. The
rise of automation and artificial intelligence (Al) allows organizations to streamline
operations and reduce the need for manual supervision in certain functions. This
leads to flatter structures with fewer layers of middle management, where decisions
can be made quickly [3].

The use of digital tools, such as collaboration platforms (e.g., Slack, Microsoft
Teams), enables remote work and real-time communication across geographies. This
reduces the need for centralized control, making decentralized, flexible structures
more feasible [6].

Data-driven decision-making enables organizations to be more agile by
enabling them to react quickly to changes in the market or operational performance.
This supports flatter, more adaptive structures that prioritize responsiveness over
rigid hierarchies [3, 14-16].

o Globalization has intensified competition and increased the complexity
of managing organizations operating across multiple countries or regions.
Multinational organizations must coordinate operations across different cultural,

legal, and economic environments. This often leads to the adoption of divisional
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structures based on geography or product lines to better manage the complexities of

different markets.

The integration of global supply chains demands flexible organizational
designs that can adapt to external factors such as geopolitical risks, currency
fluctuations, and trade policies. Matrix structures, where employees report to both
regional and functional managers, often arise in such settings to balance global
efficiency with local responsiveness [5].

o Organizational Strategy. The strategy an organization adopts directly
influences its design. Different strategies call for different organizational structures,
as they must align with the company’s objectives. Companies pursuing a cost
leadership strategy, such as Walmart, typically adopt mechanistic structures that
emphasize efficiency, standardization, and tight cost control. These structures are
characterized by centralized decision-making, a narrow span of control, and high
formalization. Organizations that focus on innovation and customer differentiation,
such as Apple or Google, often require organic structures. These structures are
decentralized, with a broad span of control, allowing for flexibility, innovation, and
quick response to market changes [2].

o Size of the Organization. The size of an organization influences its
structural complexity. Larger organizations often require more formal structures to
support greater coordination and control.

Small businesses or startups often adopt simple structures characterized by
low formalization, centralized decision-making, and direct supervision. These
structures are flexible and agile but may struggle with scaling as the organization
grows [4].

As organizations grow in size, they tend to become more complex,
necessitating divisional or matrix structures to manage diverse products, services, or
geographical locations. Larger organizations require clear delegation of
responsibilities and more formal communication and control systems [3].

o Business Environment. The external business environment—defined

by factors such as market dynamics, competition, and regulatory constraints—



16
significantly affects organizational design. In stable environments with minimal

change, companies can afford to adopt mechanistic structures with rigid hierarchies,
clear roles, and formalized processes. This is because predictability enables long-
term planning and standardized approaches.

In contrast, organizations operating in fast-changing industries benefit from
organic structures. These flexible designs allow for rapid adaptation to
environmental changes, fostering innovation and quick decision-making.

o Culture and Workforce. Organizational culture and the nature of the
workforce also significantly influence how organizations are designed.

A company’s culture—its shared values, beliefs, and behaviors—affects how
decisions are made and how power is distributed. Organizations with a culture of
empowerment and innovation, like Google, often adopt decentralized, flat structures
to support creativity and autonomy [6].

If the workforce is highly skilled and educated, organizations are more likely
to adopt decentralized structures that allow employees to make decisions at lower
levels. In contrast, less skilled or entry-level workforces might require more
centralized structures with close supervision and control [3].

o Innovation and Adaptability. Companies that prioritize innovation need
flexible, adaptive structures that encourage collaboration, experimentation, and
rapid decision-making. Industries such as technology, pharmaceuticals, and
entertainment often require organic structures that are less formalized and more
decentralized. These structures enable cross-functional collaboration and a fast
response to changes in the competitive landscape [2].

In highly competitive markets or industries undergoing rapid technological
change, organizations need to pivot quickly. Matrix structures are often chosen
because they offer high flexibility and responsiveness, though they can also lead to
increased decision-making complexity [5].

o Regulatory and Legal Factors. Organizations must design their
structures to comply with industry regulations and legal requirements. Highly
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regulated industries such as healthcare, finance, and energy tend to have more

formalized structures.

Regulatory demands often require strict adherence to laws and standards.
Organizations in such industries may need to implement additional layers of control
and oversight, making them more hierarchical and formalized. For example,
financial institutions must implement rigorous compliance measures, leading to
more centralized structures with formal processes [4].

Government regulations regarding labor laws, environmental standards, or
reporting requirements can influence organizational design. These factors might
drive the need for specialized departments (such as legal or compliance divisions)
or more robust internal reporting structures.

o Social Responsibility and Ethics. The growing importance of corporate
social responsibility (CSR) and ethical behavior is influencing organizational
design. Companies with strong commitments to CSR may adopt more collaborative
structures to involve multiple stakeholders in decision-making processes.

Socially responsible companies often engage with a broader array of
stakeholders, including customers, local communities, and governments. This
engagement can lead to more decentralized structures that allow for greater
transparency and inclusivity in decision-making.

Organizations that emphasize ethical behavior may establish dedicated teams
or departments to monitor and ensure compliance with ethical standards, adding
layers to the organizational structure .

These factors illustrate how organizations must continuously adapt their
structures to remain competitive and responsive in contemporary business
environments [17-20].

Thus, organizational structures are shaped by numerous characteristics, each
influencing how the company operates, how employees interact, and how decisions
are made. Selecting the right organizational structure depends on the organization’s

size, industry, goals, and external environment. Effective structures align
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organizational resources with strategic objectives, whether through rigid hierarchies

or flexible, decentralized arrangements.

The design of contemporary organizations is influenced by multiple factors,
including technology, globalization, strategy, size, business environment, culture,
and regulatory demands. Each of these factors shapes how an organization balances
control with flexibility, enabling it to respond to the demands of its internal
operations and external environment. As organizations continue to evolve,
understanding and adapting to these influencing factors will be critical to achieving.

The current stage of the industry’s development is characterized by the
transition to Pharma 4.0 — a business-oriented digital transformation that combines
IT (information technology) and OT (operational technology). This leads to the
emergence of matrix structures, in which employees report simultaneously to both
functional managers and project or therapeutic area managers. Companies such as
Pfizer and AbbVie use a matrix approach to combine global scientific expertise with
local market adaptability. The factors influencing the design of modern
organizations have become significantly more complex. In addition to size and
technology, regulatory volatility and geopolitical risks now play a key role [21].

The correlation between organizational structure and innovation performance
has been widely confirmed in recent empirical studies. Decentralized and less
formalized structures facilitate knowledge sharing and organizational ambidexterity,
which are critical for innovation development. Furthermore, organizations that
strategically align their structural design with innovation objectives demonstrate
higher performance and adaptability.

Recent research also highlights that there is no universal organizational
model; instead, structural effectiveness depends on alignment with environmental
complexity and decision-making processes. In the context of digital transformation,
flexible organizational structures significantly enhance innovation capacity by
enabling faster responses to market changes and improved data-driven decision-

making.
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Additionally, digitalization strengthens innovation performance through

enhanced knowledge exchange and collaboration, particularly in hybrid and
network-based organizational models . Flexible structures further amplify this effect

by fostering team interaction and adaptive organizational culture [22-25].

Conclusions to Chapter 1.

The theoretical analysis confirms that organizational structure is a
fundamental determinant of how effectively a company operates, adapts, and
competes. Key structural characteristics such as hierarchy, span of control,
departmentalization, centralization, and formalization directly influence decision-
making speed, coordination efficiency, and employee autonomy. The balance
between mechanistic and organic elements determines whether an organization
prioritizes stability or flexibility, a distinction that becomes especially critical under
different environmental conditions.

The comparative analysis demonstrates that the shift from traditional to
contemporary organizational structures is driven by increasing environmental
complexity, digitalization, and the need for innovation. While traditional structures
ensure control and efficiency in stable contexts, contemporary models enhance
adaptability, collaboration, and responsiveness. Importantly, modern research
confirms a strong correlation between decentralized, flexible structures and higher
innovation performance, as they facilitate knowledge sharing, reduce bureaucratic
barriers, and enable faster decision-making.

Furthermore, the study highlights that organizational design is shaped by a
complex system of factors, including technology, globalization, strategy,
organizational size, and regulatory requirements. The emergence of concepts such
as digital transformation and Pharma 4.0 illustrates how structural models continue
to evolve toward hybrid and matrix configurations. As a result, organizations that
align their structures with strategic goals and environmental dynamics gain a
sustainable competitive advantage, whereas rigid, outdated designs increasingly

limit innovation and long-term performance.
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CHAPTER 2. ESTIMATION OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

2.1. Indicators of organizational structure estimation

Estimating an organizational structure is a diagnostic process that determines
how effectively a company’s design facilitates its strategic objectives. Unlike the
theoretical formation discussed in Chapter 1, estimation focuses on performance
metrics, alignment, and functional health. A well-aligned structure enables the
company to meet its strategic objectives by optimizing communication channels,
decision-making processes, and resource allocation. By periodically evaluating this
alignment, companies can pinpoint areas where the current structure either supports
or hinders these goals.

Additionally, estimating the structure's effectiveness helps improve
communication and collaboration within the organization. A well-structured
environment fosters efficient information flow, helping teams coordinate efforts and
avoid confusion about roles and responsibilities. Regular evaluations can highlight
bottlenecks, such as departments that don't communicate well with others, and
suggest areas for improvement.

Adaptability is another critical reason for assessing organizational structure.
As businesses face changing markets and technologies, their structures must evolve
as well. A rigid or outdated structure can slow a company’s response to external
changes, while a flexible, well-estimated structure enables swift adaptation to new
conditions, giving the organization a competitive edge.

From an employee perspective, a clear and efficient structure enhances
satisfaction and productivity. Employees are more engaged when they understand
their roles, how their work contributes to the company's success, and who to
approach for collaboration or support. On the other hand, poorly structured
organizations tend to have lower morale, increased confusion, and higher turnover
rates. Estimating structural effectiveness helps identify areas where clarity or

adjustments are needed to boost overall employee well-being.
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Effective resource allocation is another major benefit of evaluating

organizational structure. By regularly reviewing the design, companies can ensure
that their human and material resources are optimally deployed. It enables the
elimination of redundant roles or processes and aligns departmental efforts with the
company’s strategic direction.

Moreover, organizational structure estimation is crucial for growth and
scalability. As businesses expand, the complexity of their operations increases.
Evaluating the structure periodically allows leaders to make necessary adjustments,
such as adding new departments or refining reporting lines, to ensure the company
continues to grow without losing efficiency. Without such evaluations, companies
may struggle to scale effectively, risking operational chaos or misallocation of
resources.

Indicators of Organizational Structure Estimation are metrics or key
dimensions used to assess an organization's structure for efficiency, effectiveness,
and suitability. These indicators help in assessing how well the structure aligns with
the organization's goals, strategy, and external environment. The following are the
main indicators commonly used:

Managerial Efficiency of Hierarchy. Instead of simply counting levels,
estimation measures the information distortion rate and decision-making lead time.
A «tall» structure is negatively estimated if the time to approve a clinical trial
protocol exceeds industry benchmarks, due to excessive vertical layers.

Span of Control. This indicator assesses whether the number of subordinates
per manager is balanced. In estimation, we look for the managerial overload ratio. If
a manager in a high-stakes department (such as Regulatory Affairs) has too many
direct reports, the risk of compliance errors increases [26].

Centralization / Decentralization. Evaluates the degree to which decision-
making is concentrated at higher levels (centralized) or distributed throughout the
organization (decentralized). More decentralized structures encourage employee

involvement in decision-making.
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Formalization consistency. Measures the extent to which roles, procedures,

and responsibilities are codified in written documentation. High formalization
ensures uniformity but can reduce flexibility.

Departmentalization. Refers to how work is divided within the organization
into different functions or departments (e.g., by function, product, geography).
Different departmental structures (functional, divisional, or matrix) suit different
business strategies and environments.

Integration Mechanisms. These are mechanisms to promote coordination
between departments or units. They include committees, liaison roles, task forces,
and cross-functional teams.

Adaptability and Flexibility. Examines the structure's ability to adapt to
changes in the business environment. More organic structures are flexible and
responsive, while mechanistic structures are rigid.

Communication Flow measures the efficiency and openness of
communication within the organization. Horizontal communication flows are key
indicators in less hierarchical structures, whereas vertical flows dominate in more
formal, traditional organizations.

These indicators can be used to evaluate whether an organization is aligned
with its strategic goals and external environment, as well as to identify inefficiencies
or areas for improvement in its structure. Evaluating these dimensions helps in
making structural changes that better support the organization's mission and
objectives [27, 28].

In the contemporary business landscape, estimating an organizational
structure has shifted from analyzing static hierarchies to evaluating dynamic
ecosystems. While classical indicators such as hierarchy levels and span of control
remain relevant, they no longer fully capture a modern firm's efficiency. In the era
of digital transformation, a structure’s value is measured by its agility—the ability
to reconfigure resources rapidly in response to market volatility. Modern estimation
must therefore focus on how well the design facilitates the flow of information rather

than just the exercise of authority.
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A critical modern indicator is the density of horizontal connections enabled

by digital platforms. Traditional departmentalization often creates «silos» that
obstruct innovation. Today, evaluators look for «networked» structures where cross-
functional teams can collaborate via cloud-based ecosystems without constant
vertical approval. The effectiveness of a structure is now tied to its digital maturity,
or how seamlessly technology automates routine coordination, allowing managers
to oversee larger, more autonomous teams.

The focus of estimation has also moved toward Distributed Decision-Making.
In high-velocity environments, centralized structures often become bottlenecks.
Modern indicators measure the Autonomy Index of local units—the degree to which
frontline teams are empowered to make strategic adjustments without having to
escalate every issue. This shift is essential for hybrid and remote work models, where
direct physical supervision is replaced by trust, clear output-based KPIs, and shared
organizational values.

Finally, modern estimation prioritizes organizational resilience over mere
stability. Instead of rigid job descriptions (formalization), companies now evaluate
Role Fluidity—the ease with which employees can shift between projects based on
their skill sets. An effective modern structure is «skills-based» rather than «position-
based.» By assessing these dynamic indicators, organizations can ensure they are
not just efficient for today’s operations but are also «future-ready» for tomorrow’s
disruptions. A comparative characteristic of classical and modern indicators for
assessing organizational structures is given in Table 2.1 [29, 30].

Table 2.1

Comparison of Classical and Modern Structural Indicators

Indicator Classical Approach Modern Approach
(Industrial Era) (Digital/Agile Era)
Primary Focus | Command, control, and Agility, speed, and adaptability.
stability.




24

Hierarchy Number of vertical Network density and cross-
management layers. functional connectivity.

Decision- Top-down authority. Distributed at the «point of

Making Impact»

Role Definition | Rigid formalization (Job Role fluidity (Skills-based
Descriptions). assignments).

Communication | Vertical channels and Multimodal, horizontal, and
formal reporting. real-time digital flows.

Coordination Functional «Silos» Squads, Tribes, and Project
(Departments). Ecosystems.

Key Metric Span of Control (Number of | Velocity (Time-to-
subordinates). market/Time-to-decision).

2.2. Methodology for Evaluating the Effectiveness of Organizational Structure

Evaluating an organizational structure involves both qualitative and
quantitative measures to assess how well it supports the organization's strategy,
operational efficiency, adaptability, and overall performance. In the 2025-2026
period, the methodology for evaluating organizational structures has evolved from
periodic manual reviews to dynamic, data-driven assessments. Modern
organizations utilize Organizational Network Analysis (ONA) and People Analytics
to measure how work actually gets done, rather than relying solely on formal charts.
This approach allows for the identification of «digital silos» and communication
bottlenecks in hybrid and remote work environments.

Here is Table 2.2 summarizing the methodology for evaluating the

effectiveness of organizational structure based on the provided information.
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Table 2.2
Methodology for evaluating the effectiveness of organizational structure
Evaluation Step Description Key References
Indicators/Aspects
Define Clarify strategic | Alignment of Galbraith, J.R.
Organizational objectives to structure with (2014),
Goals and Strategy | align the strategy. Designing
structure with the | Misalignment can | Organizations
goals (e.g., lead to
growth, inefficiencies and

innovation, cost

control, customer

missed

opportunities.

service).

Data Collection Gather Employee Cummings, T.G.,
qualitative and feedback on & Worley, C.G.
guantitative data | communication, (2019),

through decision-making, | Organization
interviews, task completion, | Development
surveys, and and operational and Change
direct challenges.
observation.

Analysis of Key Assess specific 1. Span of Burton, R.M. et

Indicators

indicators to
measure
structural

effectiveness.

Control: Number
of employees per
manager.

2. Decision-
Making Speed.

3. Communication

Flow.

al. (2020),
Organizational
Design: A Step-
by-Step
Approach
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4. Resource
Allocation &
Collaboration.
5. Adaptability.
6. Employee

Satisfaction.

Performance

Metrics

Evaluate
productivity,
profitability, and
efficiency before
and after changes

to the structure.

Productivity,
profitability,
operational

efficiency.

Jones, G.R.
(2020),
Organizational
Theory, Design,
and Change

Benchmarking

Compare the
structure with
industry
standards and

competitors to

Comparison to
industry
benchmarks and
competitors’

structures for

Deloitte Human
Capital Trends
Report (2020)

identify best competitive
practices. advantage.
Feedback Loops Implement Continuous Deloitte Human
regular feedback | assessment for Capital Trends
to monitor and adaptability to Report (2020)
adjust the changes in
structure based strategy,
on ongoing environment, or
evaluations. performance.
Organizational Mapping Node centrality; McKinsey
Network Analysis | informal network density; | (2025)

(ONA)

connections and

Cross-unit

identification of

isolated teams.
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collaboration

beyond the

hierarchy.
Continuous Shifting from Organizational | Gartner (2025)
Feedback Loops annual audits to Resilience Index;

quarterly speed of

adaptation cycles | reconfiguration.

(Agile Reviews).

Dynamic Comparing with | Role churn rate; Deloitte Insights
Benchmarking industry leaders | Cost of (2026)

using Al-driven | Management

labor market (administrative

analytics. burden).

Before evaluating, the organization’s strategic objectives must be clarified. A
structure should be aligned with these goals, whether they are growth, innovation,
cost control, or customer service. Misalignment between structure and strategy can
lead to inefficiencies.

Data is gathered through interviews, surveys, and direct observation.
Employee feedback is essential to understand how effectively the structure supports
communication, decision-making, and task completion.

Analysis of Key Indicators. Specific indicators are analyzed to measure the
structure’s effectiveness. Some common indicators include: span of control
(measures the number of employees reporting directly to a manager). A wider span
can indicate efficiency, but an overly wide span may lead to managerial overload.

Decision-Making Speed. The time taken to make decisions across different
levels is evaluated. Delays in hierarchical structures can reduce responsiveness,

while decentralized structures often improve agility.
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Communication Flow. Assesses how information is passed through the

organization. Effective structures promote open, multidirectional communication,
ensuring that all relevant parties are informed.

Resource Allocation and Collaboration evaluates whether resources
(personnel, time, budget) are effectively distributed. Collaboration across
departments is also assessed.

Flexibility and Adaptability examines the organization's ability to adapt to
environmental shifts. More organic structures are often better at adapting to change
than rigid, mechanistic ones. Employee Satisfaction and Engagement. Higher
satisfaction can be an indicator of an effective structure, as it reflects employees’
comfort and ability to function within the system.

Performance metrics such as productivity, profitability, and operational
efficiency are analyzed to determine the direct impact of the organizational structure.
Additionally, comparing metrics before and after structural changes can provide
insight into effectiveness.

The structure is compared with industry standards or competitors.
Benchmarking helps to identify best practices and determine whether the structure
supports competitive advantage.

Regular feedback mechanisms are implemented to continuously assess the
structure’s effectiveness over time. Periodic evaluations help ensure that the
structure evolves with organizational needs and environmental changes [31].

Key indicators for effectiveness evaluation are presented in Table 2.3.

Table 2.3
Indicators for effectiveness evaluation
Key Indicator Description
Span of Control Evaluates the number of subordinates per manager; a

broader span can reduce administrative costs but may

Impact the quality of supervision and coordination.
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Decision-Making Measures the velocity and quality of decision-making

Efficiency and implementation across various organizational
levels.

Communication Assesses the multidirectional flow of information,

Effectiveness clarity of messaging, and the reduction of «silosy»

between departments.

Adaptability to Evaluates the structure’s resilience and its ability to
Change reconfigure resources in response to internal shifts or

external market volatility.

Resource Allocation | Measures the efficiency of distributing human,

financial, and technological assets to support strategic

priorities.
Employee Gauges how the organizational design empowers staff,
Engagement and provides role clarity, and supports overall professional
Satisfaction well-being.
Task Completion Measures process efficiency and the time required to
Time (Velocity) execute operational workflows from initiation to
delivery.
Cross-functional Evaluates the degree of integration between different
Collaboration functional units and the effectiveness of horizontal

coordination mechanisms.

Modern effectiveness is no longer about «perfection» in the hierarchy, but
about the flow of value and the reduction of friction between digital and physical

teams.

2.3. Reasons for Organizational Restructuring

Rapid shifts in market demands, technological advancements, or customer

preferences may require companies to realign their structures. For instance, a move
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toward digital transformation often requires a more flexible and innovative

organizational design [32, 33].

Inefficiencies in decision-making, communication, or workflow often lead
organizations to restructure. Centralized structures might hinder fast decision-
making, while decentralizing authority can streamline operations and increase
responsiveness [34].

When organizations merge or acquire other companies, restructuring is often
necessary to integrate functions, cultures, and strategies [35].

Economic downturns or pressure to improve profitability may drive
restructuring to eliminate redundant roles, reduce operational costs, or optimize
resource allocation [36].

To foster innovation, organizations might shift from traditional, hierarchical
structures to more agile, cross-functional teams that emphasize collaboration [37].

Process of Organizational Restructuring may be described into a few steps
(fig. 2.1)

Assessment and Diagnosis

Designing a New Structure

Change Management

Implementation

Evaluation and Adjustment

Fig. 2.1 Process of Organizational Restructuring

The first step is to analyze the current structure and identify inefficiencies or
misalignments with strategic goals. Tools like SWOT analysis or employee surveys

may be used [38].
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Based on the diagnosis, a new organizational design is created. This may

involve changes in departmental responsibilities, flattening hierarchies, or
introducing new roles or teams. A key focus is aligning the structure with strategy
[32].

Communication is critical during this phase. Employees need to understand
why the change is happening and how it will affect their roles. Resistance to change
Is often managed through training and leadership engagement [39].

The restructuring plan is implemented in phases to minimize disruption. This
includes reassigning employees, retraining, and altering workflows [36].

After implementation, the new structure is continuously monitored. Feedback
from employees and performance metrics (e.g., productivity, profitability) guide
further adjustments if necessary [33].

Future organizations will likely adopt even more flexible, agile structures to
respond to an increasingly dynamic business environment. These structures will
emphasize fluid roles, temporary teams, and project-based work rather than rigid
hierarchies [37].

With the rise of remote work and digital transformation, structures will
become more hybrid. Digital tools will support distributed teams and seamless
collaboration across borders [31].

Decision-making will continue to decentralize, as organizations move
towards empowering employees at all levels. This can foster innovation, as
employees closer to the operational level can make decisions quickly without
waiting for top-down approval [40].

Future organizations may operate within broader ecosystems or networks,
collaborating with external partners, freelancers, and temporary teams. This model
moves away from a closed organizational structure to an open, collaborative
framework [41].

In summary, organizational restructuring is driven by factors like market
adaptation, innovation needs, and operational efficiency. The process involves

assessing current structures, designing new ones, managing change, and evaluating
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outcomes. The future points toward more agile, decentralized, and digital structures

that are better equipped to thrive in an evolving business environment.

Conclusions to Chapter 2.

The estimation of organizational structure has transitioned from a static
assessment of formal hierarchies to a dynamic evaluation of organizational
ecosystems. While classical indicators like the span of control and hierarchy levels
remain fundamental, modern efficiency is increasingly defined by «digital maturity»
and the density of horizontal connections. In the contemporary landscape, a
structure’s value is measured by its agility and capacity to facilitate seamless
information flow across multimodal digital channels rather than by the exercise of
vertical authority.

The methodology for evaluating structural effectiveness has become
significantly more data-driven, moving beyond periodic manual reviews. The
integration of advanced tools, such as Organizational Network Analysis and People
Analytics, enables organizations to map informal collaborations and identify «digital
silos» in real time. This shift toward continuous feedback loops and quarterly
adaptation cycles ensures that the organizational design remains resilient and can
rapidly reconfigure resources in response to internal shifts or external market
volatility.

Organizational restructuring is increasingly viewed as a proactive strategic
tool rather than a reactive crisis-management measure. It is primarily driven by the
need for digital transformation, operational efficiency, and the fostering of
innovation. By moving from rigid, centralized models to decentralized, distributed
decision-making frameworks, organizations can empower frontline teams at the
«point of impact,» thereby reducing decision-making friction and enhancing overall
responsiveness to market demands.

The future of organizational design points toward a «skills-based» rather than
«position-based» paradigm. Future-ready organizations are adopting hybrid, fluid

frameworks characterized by role fluidity, temporary project-based squads, and
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open, collaborative ecosystems. These structures prioritize organizational resilience

and cross-functional synergy, enabling firms to thrive within broader networks of
external partners and distributed teams, which is essential for success in an

increasingly complex and unpredictable global business environment.
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CHAPTER 3. RESEARCH OF ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE OF

PHARMACEUTICAL COMPANIES
3.1. Comparative analyses of organizational structures TOP 10 global pharma
producers

The global pharmaceutical landscape in 2024 is dominated by corporations
that have successfully aligned their internal architectures with aggressive R&D
strategies and market expansion [42].

1. Pfizer - US$58.5bn
. Johnson & Johnson - US$54.76bn
. AbbVie - US$54.32bn
. Merck & Co - US$53.6bn
. Roche - US$49.9bn
. Sanofi - US$46.16bn
. AstraZeneca - US$45.8bn
. Novartis - US$45.4bn
. Bristol-Myers Squibb - US$45bn
10. GSK- US$38.4bn

We have conducted a comparative analysis of the organizational structures of

O© 00 N O O B W DN

the largest pharmaceutical manufacturing companies on the basis of open sources of
information.

The organizational structures of the world’s largest pharmaceutical companies
reflect both traditional hierarchies and modern approaches to innovation and
collaboration.

Pfizer follows a matrix structure, combining both functional and product-
based divisions. It organizes its operations by key regions and product portfolios
(oncology, vaccines, etc.), promoting flexibility and faster responses to market
needs. They rely heavily on collaboration across global teams to drive R&D efforts.

Johnson & Johnson employs a decentralized structure. It operates in three
broad sectors: pharmaceuticals, medical devices, and consumer health. Each sector

Is semi-autonomous, allowing for agility in decision-making, and there are global
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franchises that focus on specific therapeutic areas, such as oncology or

cardiovascular care.

AbbVie operates under a matrix structure that emphasizes both geographic
and functional divisions. R&D is decentralized, with major hubs focusing on specific
disease areas, while its commercial teams are aligned globally to ensure efficient
product launches and regulatory approvals.

Merck & Co. uses a functional organizational structure, with clear divisions
for R&D, manufacturing, and sales. However, it also emphasizes collaboration
between its global teams. The R&D division has significant autonomy, allowing for
focused innovation, especially in areas such as oncology and vaccines.

Roche utilizes an integrated structure where its pharmaceuticals and
diagnostics divisions work closely together to accelerate innovation. This allows the
company to leverage data from its diagnostics to develop more personalized
medicines. They focus heavily on decentralized decision-making, empowering
teams across global R&D centers to drive innovation in oncology, immunology, and
more.

Sanofi has a hybrid structure combining regional divisions and product-
specific units. This structure ensures the company’s global reach while focusing on
key therapeutic areas like immunology, oncology, and rare diseases. Their R&D
teams work globally but are coordinated centrally to optimize resource use.

AstraZeneca adopts a flat structure, fostering collaboration across
departments and reducing hierarchy to promote innovation. The company has
specialized R&D hubs in different countries and integrates these through global
teams that focus on therapeutic areas such as oncology and respiratory care.

Novartis operates a divisional structure, where it is divided into key segments
like Innovative Medicines, Sandoz (generic medicines), and its global drug
development division. This approach ensures specialization in R&D while
promoting global collaboration across its numerous R&D sites and commercial

units.
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Bristol-Myers Squibb (BMS) follows a product-focused structure, where

different business units focus on therapeutic areas like oncology and immunology.
They also emphasize a flexible and agile operating model, promoting cross-
functional collaborations across global teams in R&D and marketing.

GlaxoSmithKline (GSK) structure is product-centric, organized around three
global businesses—Pharmaceuticals, VVaccines, and Consumer Healthcare. The firm
emphasizes global R&D collaborations, with a focus on open innovation and
partnerships with academic and biotech institutions worldwide.

These companies balance global reach with localized decision-making and
specialization in key therapeutic areas. They combine traditional structures
(functional and divisional) with more modern, matrix-based or flat models to
promote innovation and collaboration, ensuring they remain competitive in a rapidly
evolving market [36,37]

In the table 3.1 a comparative outlining the organizational structures of the ten
largest pharmaceutical companies, highlighting key characteristics.

Table 3.1

Organizational structures of the ten largest pharmaceutical companies

Company Organizational

Structure

Key Features

Focus Areas

Pfizer Matrix

Combines  functional and
product divisions, promoting
collaboration across teams and
focusing on global R&D for

rapid market response.

Vaccines,
Oncology, Rare

Diseases

Johnson & | Decentralized

Johnson

Semi-autonomous sectors for
pharmaceuticals, medical
devices, and consumer health,
allowing flexibility in

decision-making.

Pharmaceuticals,
Medical
Devices,
Consumer
Health
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AbbVie

Matrix

Emphasizes both geographic
and  functional divisions;
decentralized R&D hubs focus
on specific disease areas for

innovation.

Immunology,
Oncology,

Neuroscience

Merck &
Co.

Functional

Clear divisions for R&D,

manufacturing, and sales;
R&D has

autonomy to foster innovation

significant

in key therapeutic areas.

Vaccines,
Oncology,
Infectious

Diseases

Roche

Integrated

Strong collaboration between
pharmaceuticals and
diagnostics; emphasizes
decentralized decision-making

for innovation.

Oncology,
Immunology,
Personalized

Medicine

Sanofi

Hybrid

Combines regional divisions
and product-specific units to
optimize global reach and

resource utilization in R&D.

Immunology,
Rare Diseases,

Diabetes

AstraZeneca

Flat

Encourages collaboration
across departments, reducing
hierarchy; global teams focus

on specific therapeutic areas.

Oncology,
Respiratory,

Cardiovascular

Novartis

Divisional

Organized by segments like
Innovative Medicines and
Sandoz; focuses on global
in R&D and

commercialization.

collaboration

Innovative
Medicines,
Generic

Medicines
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Bristol- Product- Business units focus on | Oncology,
Myers Focused therapeutic areas like | Immunology,
Squibb oncology and immunology; | Cardiovascular

promotes agile  operating
models for cross-functional

collaboration.

GSK Product- Organized around | Vaccines,

Centric Pharmaceuticals,  Vaccines, | Pharmaceuticals
and Consumer Healthcare;
emphasizes global R&D

collaborations and  open

innovation.

Decentralized Structures (e.g., Johnson & Johnson, Roche) enable flexibility
and rapid decision-making across product lines.

Matrix and Hybrid Structures (e.g., Pfizer, AbbVie) facilitate collaboration
across global teams and functional areas, enhancing innovation.

Flat, product-centric structures (e.g., AstraZeneca, GSK) promote cross-
departmental collaboration and focus on specific therapeutic areas.

This comparative overview illustrates how each company’s organizational

structure aligns with its strategic goals and market demands.

3.2. Comparative analyses of organizational structures TOP 4 pharmacy
chains in the World

We analyzed the organizational structure of the 4 largest pharmacy chains in
the world. The following tables 3.2-3.5 present the characteristics of networks, their
structural subdivisions, and the organizational structures. Top 4: CVS Health, Wal-
Mart Pharmacy, Cardinal Health, Inc., and Walgreens Boots Alliance are described
[45, 46].
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Table 3.2
CVS Health

Number of | Structural Divisions Description CVS Health
Stores/type  of
organizational
structure
7,800+/ CVS Pharmacy (Retail Pharmacy | Operational Scope. The
CVS Health | Operations). This division serves | company’s pharmaceutical

utilizes a matrix

organization

al

structure, which

integrates
functional
divisional
elements.
structure
supports
strategy
vertical
integration,
enabling
efficient
coordination
across
company's
diverse
healthcare

operations

both

and

This

its

of

the

as the consumer-facing segment,
specializing in the distribution of
prescription pharmaceuticals,

(OTC)

medications, and a diverse range of

over-the-counter

health and wellness commodities.
Furthermore, it maintains a robust
mail-order infrastructure  to
facilitate remote pharmaceutical
access.

CVS Caremark (Pharmacy Benefit
Management - PBM). Operating as
this

with

a strategic intermediary,

segment collaborates
corporate employers, insurance

underwriters, and public sector

programs to administer
prescription drug benefits. Its
primary objectives include the

negotiation  of

the

pharmaceutical

pricing, optimization  of
formulary management, and the

streamlining of claims processing

distribution  network is
comprehensive,

encompassing community-
based neighborhood
outlets, specialized
pharmacy services, and a
robust mail-order delivery
to

system designed

enhance consumer
accessibility to
prescription  medications
and healthcare products.
Market Position. As of
October 2025, CVS Health
maintains a significant
global footprint as one of
the world's preeminent
pharmacy retailers.
Financial Standing. With a
market capitalization of
$92.13 the

corporation

billion,
represents a

major entity within the
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to enhance cost-efficiency for both
plan sponsors and beneficiaries.
Aetna (Health Care Benefits).

public equity markets,

reflecting its scale and

systemic importance to the

Acquired to foster vertical | U.S. healthcare

integration, this division aligns | infrastructure.

insurance  underwriting  with

clinical service delivery. By

bridging the gap between financial

coverage and direct medical

intervention, Aetna enables a

holistic approach to healthcare,

leveraging  the  corporation’s

extensive network of physical

pharmacies and outpatient clinics.

Table 3.3
Walmart, Inc.
Number of Structural Divisions Description
Stores/type of
organizational
structure

5000+/ Specialty Pharmacy Services. This | Walmart, Inc.
Divisional with | segment is dedicated to the clinical | (NYSE:WMT) has a
Functional management of complex, chronic, | diversified business which
Overlay: The | and high-cost pathologies, such as | includes a strong pharmacy
pharmacy oncology and diabetes. These | network of more than
segment pharmacies provide specialized | 5,000 pharmacies across

operates as a
division within
Walmart’s

therapeutic interventions and high-
touch clinical support required for

sophisticated medication regimens.

the US. Services such as
refilling prescriptions,

transferring prescriptions,
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broader Mail-Order Distribution Channels. | and scheduling vaccines
business  but | To optimize consumer convenience | are  offered by the
shares and  ensure  adherence  for | company. Walmart, Inc.
functional maintenance medications, Walmart | (NYSE:WMT) is one of
services (like | utilizes a mail-order infrastructure. | the  largest  pharmacy
IT, marketing, | This service facilitates the direct-to- | chains in the world and
and HR) with | home delivery of pharmaceuticals, | recorded an annual revenue
the rest of the | mitigating geographic barriers to | of $42.83 billion from its
company. This | healthcare access. pharmacy business in
structure Veterinary  Pharmacology  (Pet | 2022.
ensures Pharmacy). Recognizing the
autonomy for | increasing integration of veterinary
the pharmacy | care into the broader pharmaceutical
network, while | market, Walmart has established a
also benefiting | dedicated pet pharmacy. This
from division provides a comprehensive
Walmart’s range of veterinary prescriptions and
larger wellness products, reflecting a
functional strategic pivot toward the growing
infrastructure. | "humanization of pets" economic
trend.
Table 3.4
Walgreens Boots Alliance
Number of Structural Divisions Description
Stores/type of
organizational
structure
9,000+/ Domestic Retail Pharmacy (USA). This | Global
segment encompasses the extensive network of | pharmacy-led
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WBA uses a
divisional
structure based
on its major
business
segments
(Retail
Pharmacy
USA, Retail
Pharmacy
International,
and
Pharmaceutical
Wholesale).
Each division
IS managed

separately but

leverages
central
functional
areas like IT,
finance, and

supply chain to

ensure
operational
efficiency
across all
regions.  This

structure helps

WBA manage

Walgreens locations across the United States.

the distribution  of

(OTC)

increasingly

Beyond traditional

prescription and over-the-counter

pharmaceuticals, this division
functions as a provider of primary clinical
services, including diagnostic screenings and
Immunization programs, thereby reinforcing its
role within the public health infrastructure.
International Retail Pharmacy: Centered
predominantly around the Boots brand, this
division maintains a significant presence across
Europe and Asia. It integrates professional
pharmaceutical care with the retail of health and
aesthetic products. The segment is recognized
for its high brand equity in the United Kingdom
and Ireland, providing essential clinical services
such as vaccinations and medication
management.

Pharmaceutical Wholesale and Distribution.
Through Alliance Healthcare, WBA operates a
sophisticated logistical network that serves as a
critical link in the global medical supply chain.
This the

distribution of healthcare products to various

segment facilitates large-scale
institutions, including independent pharmacies,
hospitals, and integrated health systems across
multiple international markets.

Healthcare Services and Digital
Transformation. Moving beyond the legacy

retail model, WBA has pursued a strategy of

health
beauty group,

and

providing
pharmacy
services, retail
pharmacy
products, and

health services.
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its global
operations and
integrate  new
business
models like
healthcare

and

health

services
digital

solutions.

vertical integration into primary care, notably
through equity stakes in entities such as
VillageMD. Furthermore, the corporation is
advancing an omnichannel healthcare strategy
by scaling its digital health capabilities, which
include telemedicine platforms and e-pharmacy
solutions, to create a seamless interface between
wholesale logistics, retail access, and direct

patient care.

Cardinal Health, Inc.

Table 3.5

Number of
Stores/type of
organizational

structure

Structural Divisions

Description

29000+/
Cardinal Health
operates a
divisional
organizational
structure. This is
evident from the
company's major
divisions:
pharmaceutical
distribution,
medical products,

and nuclear

Pharmaceutical Distribution and
Specialty Services. Representing a core
pillar of the corporation, this segment
manages the large-scale distribution of
prescription pharmaceuticals to a vast
network exceeding 29,000 pharmacies
and approximately 90% of U.S. hospital
systems.  Furthermore, it provides
specialized logistical support for high-
complexity therapeutic areas, such as
oncology.

Medical Products and Supply Chain

Management. This division is tasked with

Health,

an

Cardinal
Inc. IS
established
distributor of
pharmaceuticals
medical
The
company claims to
make 7,000 daily

deliveries to

and

products.

healthcare facilities
in the country.

29,000 pharmacies,
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pharmacy
Each

division operates

services.

semi-
autonomously,
focusing on
specific
healthcare sectors
while sharing
common

like

chain

resources
supply
management and
technology

This
allows
Health

to  manage

platforms.
structure
Cardinal
its
complex product
and service
offerings

effectively across
different markets
and customer

segments

the procurement and distribution of

essential medical consumables, including

surgical instrumentation,  personal
protective  equipment (PPE), and
infection-control  supplies.  Beyond

product provision, it serves as a critical

supply
streamlined inventory management for

chain  partner,  ensuring
integrated health systems.

Nuclear Pharmacy and Precision

Diagnostics. A highly specialized
segment that operates over 170 nuclear
pharmacies across the United States. This
division manages the synthesis and
distribution of radiopharmaceuticals—
highly regulated substances essential for
diagnostic  imaging and  targeted
therapies—facilitating the delivery of
over 14 million doses annually.

At-Home Solutions and Decentralized
Care. In response to the evolving
paradigm of "hospital-at-home™ care,
the

Cardinal Health has developed

"Velocare" program. This initiative
focuses on the rapid, direct-to-patient
delivery of critical medical supplies,
reflecting a strategic pivot toward home-
based clinical interventions and the

digital transformation of healthcare

logistics.

10,000
physician
and almost 90% of

the US hospitals

specialty

offices

are served by the
company’s
pharmaceutical
2417

pharmacy

business.
remote

services are also
offered to assist
healthcare systems.
As of October 12,
Cardinal  Health,
Inc. (NYSE:CAH)
is worth $22.586
billion and is one of
the largest
pharmaceutical
networks in the

world.
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To provide a clearer comparative view, the characteristics of the Top 4

pharmacy groups are consolidated in Table 3.6.

Table 3.6

Structural Characteristics of the TOP 4 Global Pharmacy Networks

Corporation Structure Stores/Units | Key Divisions & Innovations
Type
CVS Health Matrix 7,800+ CVS Pharmacy, CVS Caremark,
(Vertical) Aetna. Integrates insurance, PBM,
and retail.

Walmart Inc. | Divisional | 5,000+ Specialty & Pet Pharmacy. Uses
functional overlay (shared HR/IT)
for cost efficiency.

Walgreens Divisional | 9,000+ WBA USA, International (Boots),

Boots Alliance Wholesale. Focus on primary care
and digital health.

Cardinal Divisional | 29,000+ Pharma, Nuclear Pharmacy, At-

Health Home Solutions. High

specialization in

radiopharmaceuticals.

Considering the presented information, modern Trends in Pharmacy Retail

Structures are allocated:

Vertical Integration. CVS Health exemplifies the modern trend of combining

healthcare delivery, insurance, and pharmacy benefits management under one matrix

roof.

Omnichannel Shift. All analyzed chains are moving toward Digital-First

structures, incorporating telemedicine and «At-Home Solutions» (e.g., Cardinal

Health’s Velocare) as core structural subdivisions.
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Specialization. Cardinal Health utilizes semi-autonomous divisions to manage

the high regulatory complexity of nuclear and specialty medicines.

The comparative research shows that modern pharmaceutical organizations
are moving away from traditional models toward agile ecosystems. While
manufacturers prioritize R&D flexibility through matrix and flat designs, retail
giants prioritize scale and logistics through divisional structures with shared
functional services. The common denominator for both is the increasing structural
presence of Digital and Al-focused units, reflecting the industry’s transition to data-

driven healthcare delivery.

Conclusions to Chapter 3.

The comparative analysis of the TOP 10 global pharmaceutical giants reveals
a clear dominance of matrix and hybrid models. These frameworks allow
corporations to effectively balance broad global market reach with highly
specialized R&D efforts. As seen in companies like Pfizer and AbbVie, integrating
functional departments with specific product portfolios is critical for accelerating the
drug development cycle and adapting swiftly to evolving regulatory environments
and therapeutic demands.

The study highlights a significant trend toward decentralized decision-making
among industry leaders such as Johnson & Johnson and Roche. By establishing
semi-autonomous sectors and divisions, these large corporations can operate with
the agility of smaller biotech firms. Delegating authority to specialized teams fosters
innovation in high-stakes areas such as oncology and immunology, where local
expertise and rapid response times are decisive factors in maintaining a competitive
edge.

Within the pharmacy retail sector (CVS Health, Walgreens, Cardinal Health),
there is a strategic shift toward vertical integration and omnichannel structures.
Organizational models in this segment are evolving from simple retail chains into

complex ecosystems that combine insurance, pharmacy benefits management, and
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direct healthcare delivery. This allows companies to control the entire value chain

and ensure seamless patient access to medications through digital platforms and «at-
home» care solutions.

The overarching vector for the entire pharmaceutical industry is the digital
transformation of organizational design. Regardless of whether the primary model
is functional or divisional, all leading players are incorporating specialized IT units
and Al centers, reflecting a transition to data-driven management. Modern
pharmaceutical structures are increasingly resembling dynamic ecosystems where
traditional hierarchies are replaced by flexible, cross-functional teams focused on

digital collaboration and patient-centricity.
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CONCLUSIONS

1. The study of the theoretical foundations of organizational design focused
on the evolution from traditional mechanistic hierarchies to contemporary organic
models, establishing that modern firms are moving toward «flaty» structures with a
wider span of control. This transition, driven by the need for rapid adaptation, has
transformed organizational evaluation from a static analysis of vertical layers into a
dynamic assessment of digital maturity and role fluidity. It was found that
effectiveness is now measured by the density of horizontal connections and the speed
of information flow within digital ecosystems, rather than solely by the exercise of
formal authority.

2. In the research on global pharmaceutical producers, the study analyzed the
organizational architectures of the TOP 10 industry leaders, including giants such as
Pfizer, Johnson & Johnson, and Roche. The results obtained reveal a clear
dominance of matrix and hybrid models that effectively balance global functional
expertise with decentralized, semi-autonomous divisions for specific therapeutic
areas. This design enables large corporations to maintain the innovative agility of
smaller biotech firms, facilitating faster R&D cycles and a more responsive
approach to complex regulatory and medical requirements.

3. The analysis of the world’s TOP 4 pharmacy chains, such as CVS Health
and Walgreens Boots Alliance, examined the structural integration of retail,
wholesale, and healthcare services. The research established a clear trend toward
vertical integration and the creation of omnichannel ecosystems in which traditional
retail pharmacy is merged with insurance and pharmacy benefits management. What
was obtained is a model of complex healthcare delivery that ensures seamless patient
access to medications through a combination of physical storefronts, digital
platforms, and direct-to-home solutions.

4. The work investigated the impact of digital transformation and the
transition to «Pharma 4.0» on internal organizational design. It was determined that
leading companies are increasingly incorporating specialized IT and Al units,

shifting from a position-based hierarchy to a skills-based paradigm. This
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transformation fosters the emergence of cross-functional «squads» and project-

based ecosystems that prioritize data-driven management. The study found that such
structures significantly enhance innovation capacity by reducing bureaucratic
friction and promoting collaborative knowledge sharing across global borders.

5. The study explored the drivers and processes of organizational
restructuring, identifying it as a proactive strategic tool for maintaining a
competitive edge in a volatile market. It was established that modern pharmaceutical
restructuring is primarily driven by the need to accelerate R&D and by the shift
toward patient-centricity. The research concluded that success in the contemporary
landscape requires an open, collaborative framework that integrates external
partners and freelancers into the corporate structure. Ultimately, the work proved
that the most resilient pharmaceutical organizations are those that operate as

dynamic, flexible networks capable of continuous self-reconfiguration.
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TE3H
CEKIISA 1 METOJOJIOIISI TA TEOPIS YIPABJIIHHS B YMOBAX
TPAHC®OPMAIIIII

FRAMEWORK FOR ASSESSING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF
ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
Gokay Deniz, Malyi V.V.
National University of Pharmacy, Kharkiv, Ukraine

denizgky01@gmail.com

Organizations often invest significant effort in designing formal structures, yet
many fail to systematically assess whether those structures actually support strategy,
performance, and adaptability. An organizational chart may look coherent on paper,
but if decision-making is slow, communication is fragmented, or employees feel
constrained, the structure is not functioning effectively. Evaluating organizational
structure therefore becomes a base managerial task.

The aim of these work is to present a methodology for assessing the
effectiveness of organizational structure using both qualitative and quantitative
indicators.

The methodology is grounded on structural-logical analysis.

The evaluation process begins with clarifying organizational goals and
strategy. Before measuring structural effectiveness, it is necessary to understand what
the organization is trying to achieve: the priority rapid growth, innovation,
operational efficiency, cost control, or customer intimacy. Structure should serve
strategy, not the other way around. As emphasized in organizational design theory,
misalignment between strategy and structure often results in duplicated roles, unclear
accountability, internal conflict, and missed opportunities. Therefore, the first
evaluative question is simple but fundamental: does the current structure genuinely

support strategic objectives?
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Once strategic alignment is examined, the next step is systematic data
collection. Both qualitative and quantitative data are necessary to form an accurate
picture. Interviews, employee surveys, and direct observation help capture how the
structure operates in practice rather than in theory. Employees’ perspectives are
particularly important, as they experience daily how decisions are made, how
communication flows, and how tasks are completed. Their feedback provides insight
into bottlenecks, overlapping responsibilities, and structural barriers that formal
documents may not reveal.

After collecting data, the evaluation focuses on key structural indicators. One
of the primary indicators is span of control, which measures how many employees
report directly to a manager. A wider span can increase efficiency and reduce
administrative costs, but if it becomes too wide, managers may struggle to provide
adequate guidance and supervision. Decision-making efficiency is another essential
indicator. The time required for decisions to be made and implemented across
hierarchical levels reflects how responsive the organization is. Excessive
centralization may slow processes, while thoughtful decentralization can improve
agility.

Communication effectiveness must also be assessed. An effective structure
enables clear and multidirectional communication across departments and levels.
When information is delayed, distorted, or restricted to silos, performance suffers.
Resource allocation is closely related: evaluating how personnel, time, and financial
resources are distributed helps determine whether the structure supports coordinated
action or creates internal competition for resources.

Adaptability to change represents a crucial indicator in dynamic environments.
Organizations with more flexible and organic structures tend to respond faster to
technological shifts and market uncertainty than rigid, mechanistic systems.
Employee engagement and satisfaction further reflect structural effectiveness. When
employees feel empowered and supported within the structural framework,
engagement levels typically increase. In addition, task completion time provides

measurable evidence of process efficiency and coordination.
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Beyond internal indicators, performance metrics such as productivity,
profitability, and operational efficiency must be analyzed. Structural effectiveness
ultimately manifests in organizational results. Comparing performance indicators
before and after structural changes offers concrete evidence of whether adjustments
produce measurable improvements.

Benchmarking strengthens the evaluation process by introducing an external
perspective. Comparing the organizational structure with industry standards or
competitors allows identification of best practices and structural innovations that may
enhance competitive advantage. Without such comparison, organizations risk
evaluating themselves in isolation.

Finally, the methodology emphasizes continuous feedback and periodic
reassessment. Organizational structures cannot remain static in dynamic
environments. Regular evaluations ensure that the structure evolves alongside
strategic priorities and external conditions. Feedback mechanisms help detect
emerging inefficiencies before they become systemic problems.

In conclusion, evaluating the effectiveness of organizational structure requires
a comprehensive and iterative approach. It involves clarifying strategic alignment,
collecting empirical data, analyzing key structural indicators, measuring performance
outcomes, benchmarking against industry standards, and maintaining continuous
feedback loops. Structural effectiveness is not determined by hierarchy alone but by
how well the structure supports strategy, facilitates communication, enhances

adaptability, and ultimately contributes to sustainable organizational performance.
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XXXII MizkHapoHa HayKOBO-IIPAKTHYHA KOH(pEPEHLIiA MOJIOINX BYCHHX Ta CTYJCHTIB
«AKTYAJIBHI TIUTAHHA CTBOPEHH I HOBUX JIIKAPCBKUX 3ACOBIB»

Marepiann Ta meroan. /[ focsirHeHHS MeTH OyI10 IPOBe/IeHO KOHTEHT-aHalll3 eKCIIePTHHX
ny6uikarii, 3BiTiB NpoUILHUX opraHisauii Ta HaykoBHX Jepen 3a 2023-2026 pp. Buxopucrano
METO/1 HOPIBHAJIBHOIO aHali3Yy.
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[l-ananitukn Tta loT-monitopunry. Ltyunuii iHtenmekt y 2025-2026 pp. craB pgpaiiBepoM
HpPOTHO3YBaHH MOMKTY Ta MIITPUMKH KIIHIYHHX pillleHb IS aHalli3y MpoQiIiB NallleHTiB;

- OMHIKaHaJBHUH MapKETHHI, BIPOBA/KEHHs Mojeicii e-Pharmacy (BeGcaiitu, nomaTku,
qar-60TH) 3abe3nedye «6e3MOBHHI» KIIEHTCHKHIT T0cBT Yepes cepricH click-and-collect ( Mmonens
JIOCTaBKH TOBapiB, 3a3BU4ail 710 CTAalllOHAPHOI alITeKH, IIICIIA TOT0, IK BOHH OYJIH 3aMOBJICHI Ha caiiTi)
Ta IUCTAHIIHHI KOHCYJIbTALIIT;

- anTeKH IHTErPYOThCS Y IEPBHHHY JIAHKY Me/IHIIHHH, IPOTIOHYI0UH BAKIIWHAIIIK, CKPHHIHT
Ta Tenedapmanito. PoboTHzanis cknanip ckopodye TexHiuHi onepauii Ha 30—50%, a TexHonorii 3D-
JIPYKY JIKIB (HAIpHKIAA, MPUHTEpH Aurum) BIAKPHBAIOTh UUISAX 0 MPeUH3iiiHOT MEIHIHHH Ta
BUT'OTOBIICHHSI IEPCOHAII30BAHHX JIIKiB;

- BiaOyBaeThes TpaHcopMaIlis polli epcoHaly, (hapMalleBT eBOMIFOIIOHYE 3 «TEXHIYHOTO
OpoJaBlsl» Y «HaBiratopa 310poB’a». Emmaris Ta sKicHa KOMYHIKALlii CTalOTh T'OJIOBHOIO
KOHKYPEHTHOIO [ICpeBaroko JIAHHH Haj anropurMamu L1

Vemix anteunnx Mmepexk y 2026 poil Ta Hajanmi 3anekHTh BiJ| 37aTHOCTI 30allaHCcyBaTH
TexHonoriuHy iHHopauiiHicTs (LI, 3D-npyk, FinTech) 13 po3BHTKOM NTHOJCEKOrO KamiTaly (KIIHIYHE
koHcynbTyBanHs, Soft Skills). I[{udposisauis mneperBopuiacs 3 KOHKYPEHTHOI IlepeBarH Ha
000B’A3K0BHIH cTaHaapT onepauiiHoi aisisHocTi. BripoBamkenns 1L norpebye cyBoporo noTpimManHs
eTHYHHX MPHHIMIIB (TPO30pPICTh, KOHQIIEHINHICTL, ay/MT) 3a 0DOB’A3KOBOT YMOBH 30epeskeHHS
MoJIeNl «JIFO[JHHA-B-KOHTYPL», JIe OCTaTOYHE KJIHIYHE PIIIeHH 3a/IHIIACTHCS 3a (haxiBLEM.

BucHoBku. Sk cBiI4aTh NpOBe/cHI NOCIIJKEHHA, allTeKH CTAlOTh LEHTpaMHu TypOOTH mpo
3fopoB's. ['ONOBHMIT CeKpeT KOHKYPEHTOCIIPOMOKHOCTI —pO3yMHe TOEHAHHSA TEXHOIOT1H
(ITYy4HOrO IHTENIEKTY, 3aMOBIIEHb Yepe3 cMapThoHH Ta poOOTIB Ha CKJIajlax) 13 3KUBOIO npodeciiiHoo
nopaznoro. [{iudposi IHCTpYMEHTH CTaKOTh 3BHYHOK HOPMORO, ajle CIPABKHBOK TIEPEBATO0 CTAE caM
(hapmanieBT, IKHIi 3aB/ISIKK aBTOMATH3ALIT PYTHHH Mae OUTbIle yacy, 00 BUCITYXATH TAI[IEHTa, HajlaTH
eMOLIHHY MIATPUMKY Ta CTATH CIPABMKHIM MPOBIIHHKOM Y IIHTAHHSIX NMPo(UIaKTHKH Ta JIIKYBaHHS.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF THE ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES OF THE
GLOBAL PHARMACEUTICAL PRODUCERS
Gokay D.
Scientific supervisor: Malyi V.V.
National University of Pharmacy, Kharkiv, Ukraine
denizgky0l@gmail.com

Introduction. The modern pharmaceutical market is characterized by rapid shifts and a
constant demand for innovation. The operational efficiency of global industry leaders is directly
linked to their internal organizational architecture. The relevance of studying these structures is driven
by the unprecedented pace of biotechnological advancement and the need for companies to integrate
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«CTAH I TIEPCIIEKTUBU PO3BUTKY MEHE/DKMEHTY TA MAPKETHHI'Y YV GAPMAIIID»

breakthrough R&D into commercial pipelines rapidly. Furthermore, the post-pandemic landscape has
forced a shift toward more resilient supply chains and decentralized decision-making to mitigate
global risks. As therapeutic areas become increasingly specialized, traditional management models
often fail to provide the agility required for personalized medicine. Understanding how market leaders
balance centralized control with local flexibility offers vital insights into the survival strategies of
high-tech enterprises. Consequently, analyzing the organizational evolution of top-tier firms provides
a blueprint for maintaining stability in a volatile global economy.

Aim, The aim of the study is to conduct a comparative analysis of the organizational structures
of the ten largest pharmaceutical manufacturers. The research aims to identify key patterns in
management systems that sustain competitiveness at a global scale.

Materials and methods. The study is based on an analysis of open-source data, financial
reports, and official corporate documentation. The primary method used is a comparative analysis of
the management frameworks of the Top 10 producers (Pfizer, J&J, AbbVie, Merck & Co, Roche,
Sanofi, AstraZeneca, Novartis, BMS, and GSK), ranked by their pharmaceutical sales volume.

Results and discussion. The analysis reveals that market leaders employ diverse structural
configurations tailored to their specific strategic goals and market positions. Companies such as
Pfizer, AbbVie, and Sanofi utilize matrix or hybrid structures to maintain high levels of flexibility.
By effectively combining functional and product-based divisions, these organizations are able to
foster internal collaboration and significantly accelerate the time-to-market for new therapeutic
solutions.

In contrast, other industry giants like Johnson & Johnson and Roche favor decentralized
models that grant substantial autonomy to specific sectors, including pharmaceuticals, diagnostics,
and medical devices. This structural choice facilitates faster local decision-making and allows each
business unit to respond more precisely to the unique demands of its niche. Meanwhile, firms such
as GSK, Bristol-Myers Squibb, and AstraZeneca have adopted product-centric or flat structures.
These designs are intended to minimize bureaucratic hierarchy, thereby fostering cross-disciplinary
collaboration and maintaining a rigorous focus on specialized therapeutic areas like oncology and
immunology.

Finally, organizations like Novartis and Merck & Co. continue to benefit from divisional and
functional approaches that emphasize clear specialization. By separating key activities such as R&D
and manufacturing across distinct segments, these companies can focus on the specific operational
requirements of innovative medicines versus generic products. This variety of approaches
demonstrates that there is no single ideal model; rather, the most successful pharmaceutical
companies align their organizational architecture with their long-term research priorities and global
commercial strategies.

Conclusions. The organizational structures of global pharmaceutical leaders are evolving
from traditional rigid hierarchies toward more flexible, collaborative models. The dominant trend is
the balance between global reach and local agility. The choice of a specific structure—whether
matrix, decentralized, or flat—depends on corporate priorities, such as R&D autonomy or the
integration of diagnostics with therapeutics for personalized medicine. Ultimately, each model is
designed to optimize resource allocation and drive innovation in a highly competitive environment.
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Relevance of the topic. In the modern dynamic business environment, the efficiency
of any enterprise directly depends on its organizational design. For the
pharmaceutical sector, which faces constant regulatory changes, global competition,
and the need for rapid innovation, the study of organizational structures is becoming
a critical task for management. The relevance of this research lies in the necessity to
identify optimal ways of transforming traditional hierarchical models into modern,
flexible structures. Such transformation is essential for improving internal
communications, accelerating decision-making processes, and ensuring the strategic
stability of companies in the face of global economic challenges and digital
transformation.

Practical value of conclusions, recommendations and their validity. The
practical value of the work is determined by a comprehensive comparative analysis
of the organizational structures of the world’s leading pharmaceutical corporations
and major pharmacy chains. The author has successfully identified the factors
influencing organizational design, including company size, technology, and
environment.

Assessment of work. The qualification work of Deniz GOKAY is a complex
scientific study, which was performed at the appropriate scientific level and deserves
a positive evaluation based on the topicality of the topic, practical significance,

obtained results and conclusions.
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General conclusion and recommendations on admission to defend. The
qualifying work of the second (master's) degree of higher education, specialty 226
Pharmacy, industrial pharmacy of Deniz GOKAY on the topic: «Features of the
formation and directions of improvement of modern organizational structures of
pharmaceutical companies» is a completed scientific study, which in terms of
relevance, scientific novelty, theoretical and practical significance meets the
requirements for qualifying works of the second (master's) degree of higher
education, and can be presented to the EC of the NUPh.

Scientific supervisor Volodymyr MALYI
«11» of May 2026
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on the topic: «Features of the formation and directions of improvement of

modern organizational structures of pharmaceutical companies»

Relevance of the topic. In the modern business environment, the organizational
structure of a pharmaceutical company is a fundamental factor in its strategic
success. The relevance of the topic is determined by the transition of the global
pharmaceutical industry to flexible (Agile) management models, which allow
companies to respond quickly to market fluctuations and technological innovations.
Studying the features of organizational design is essential for optimizing business
processes and improving the competitiveness of pharmaceutical manufacturers and
retailers.

Theoretical level of work. The author has demonstrated a solid grasp of
management theory by systematizing the evolution of organizational structures from
classical hierarchical models to modern matrix and divisional types. The work
accurately describes the internal and external factors that influence the formation of
a company’s structure. The theoretical material is presented in a logical sequence
and is well-supported by a review of contemporary academic literature.

Author's suggestions on the research topic. The author proposes the
implementation of flatter organizational structures for pharmacy chains to enhance
operational efficiency and speed up decision-making at the local level. Furthermore,
the author suggests that large pharmaceutical corporations should focus on
decentralization and the integration of cross-functional teams to foster innovation.
The proposal to strengthen digital communication channels within the organizational

framework is also highly relevant for modern management.
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Practical value of conclusions, recommendations and their validity. These

improvements can lead to increased competitive advantage, better patient outcomes,
and higher profitability

Disadvantages of work. A minor drawback of the research is the limited focus on
the organizational structures of small and medium-sized pharmaceutical enterprises,
which may face different resource constraints. Additionally, there are occasional
minor stylistic inaccuracies in the terminology used, which, however, do not
diminish the overall high quality of the research.

General conclusion and assessment of the work. The qualification work of Deniz
GOKAY on the topic: «Features of the formation and directions of improvement of
modern organizational structures of pharmaceutical companies» is a scientifically
based analytical study that has theoretical and practical significance. The qualifying
work meets the requirements for the qualifying work of the second (master's) degree
of higher education, and can be submitted to the EC of the National University of

Pharmacy.

Reviewer DPharmSc, As. professor Alina VOLKOVA

«13» of May 2026
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JlexaH (akynbTeTy / Onexcannp TOHYAPOB /

BucHoBok kepiBHMKa KBaJidikaniiinoi po6oTu

3n00yBayu BuIOi ocBiTH JleHi3 I'bOKAM BukoHAB Ha kadenpi MEHEIXKMEHTY, MapKETHHTY
ta 3abe3medeHHs skocti y dapmanii HdaV kpamidikamiiiny poOoTy, sfKa NpUCBIYCHA
JIOCTIIPKEHHIO  0COONMMBOCTEM  (OpMyBaHHS Ta HANpSAMKIB  YAOCKOHAJICHHS CYYacHHX
Oprafi3aifHuX CTPYKTYp (hapMaleBTHUYHUX KOMIaHii. Y mepmomy po3aiii poOOTH PO3TIISHYTI
TEOPETUYHI aCleKTH OprasizamiiHoro auzaiiHy. [pyruii po3ain poOOTH MPHUCBIYCHUN aHATI3Y
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YIIOCKOHAJIEHHS Yepe3 BIPOBAKCHHS THYYKHX Mozenel ynpasiaiaas. OTxe, MogaHa 10 3aXUCTy
kBaigikamiitna podota Jleniza I bOKAS Ha temy «Features of the formation and directions of
improvement of modern organizational structures of pharmaceutical companies» BignoBinae
BHUMOTaM, II0 BUCYBAIOThCA 0 KBamidiKaliiHUX poOIT, OI[IHIOETHCS MO3UTUBHO Ta MOXe OyTH
pexomMeH10BaHa aiis 3axucTy B Ex3amenariiiny komiciro HdaV.
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