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 Abstract. This paper analyzes the nature of relations between 

workspace design and organizational structure design. We 

present historical development of both and illustrate the 
relations with four case study analysis. As well as 

decentralization, other aspects of organizational design can 

be related with the interior design. This paper starts with the 

description of interior design evolution in business context. 

Next part gives review and basic definitions of organizational 

design. This paper concludes that the focus of contemporary 

research was on organizational behaviour, while 

organizational design was neglected in the context of interior 

design. At the end we illustrate symbolic example of 

organizational design change implementation, which is 

finished with changes in allocation of employees in physical 
space, as well as design or different usage of organizational 

interior. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

   The question posted in this paper is common in scientific 

research – what is the nature of relations between two 

correlated phenomena? We study interior design of the 

organizational workspace facilities on one side and 
organizational structure design on the other. Since there is no 

widely accepted approach to quantitatively measure our 

objects of research, we will rely to qualitative analysis, case 

studies and pattern description. We will describe historical 

development of the both observed research objects, and 

analyze cases of exemplary structure. 

 

In practical means, organizational structure is sum of ways 

jobs are divided, and how those different tasks are 

coordinated between members executing those tasks [1]. We 

can define organizational structure as the predetermined 
pattern of elements and relations which are purposefully 

established for the sake of reaching organizational objectives. 

Workspace design in this context can be defined as the plan 

of the system of the organizational interior physical 

environment elements and relations between those object, 

again purposefully established for the sake of reaching 

organizational objectives. So we can find similarities between 

the two phenomena from the definition. 

 

Our second step is to analyze organizational structure into its 

elements, and decentralization, departmentalization, 

coordination and communication, corporate values and the 
process flow are all attached to spatial design; newer 

solutions on this field include adapting the work space with 

people’s psychological reactions to space, which affect 

productivity and creativity in work, in mind. While 
introducing these elements, we should pay attention to 

individual needs, as well as needs of whole teams and the 

organization through operational motto “form follows 

function“. The same principle is valid in the case of 

organizational structure design, and both forms follow the 

same, or very similar function. We can also determine 

distinction between operative and strategical organizational 

design where similarly to workspace design operational 

design in focused on efficiency, and strategic design is 

focused on effectiveness [2]. 

 
As the general definition of reference can be given as the 

source of information used to establish some claim. In that 

light, we can use it as a metaphor for the relation between 

organization workspace and structure design. Is the designed 

structure source for workspace, or vice-versa? Or is there a 

third phenomenon influencing both? Is there causality, or is 

there some modifying variable? This article will study 

individual cases and discuss presented questions. 

 

 

2. HISTORY OF WORKSPACE DESIGN  

 
   The concept of workspace is not new; back in the days of 

Ancient Rome existed the officium, and in the 18th century in 

India and Great Britain appeared the first offices which held a 

function of headquarters from which the business was being 

controlled [3]. 

 

   1900. – 20th century marks Taylorism and the industrial 

revolution of that century. Frank Lloyd Wright marked this 

period, and a building of particular importance is the Larkin 

[18] building, which symbolizes the first commercially cost-

effective project of that time [3].  
 

   1910. – 1930. –  These years were in the sign of many 

project which mostly weren’t actually built, due to the fall of 

Wall Street in 1929. and the overwhelming war economy. 

Although never built, Rohe’s design for Friedrichstrasse [17] 

business building remains to the day one of the most 

important structures of 20th century. He presented a radical 

concept to the board: a skyscraper, made solely from steel and 

glass – decades later this very style dominated the 

architecture of workspaces [15]. 
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Photo 1 Friedrichstrasse, n.d. 

      Most important moment of 20th century is undoubtedly 

the beginning of Bauhaus and motto „form follows function”. 

Bauhaus was established in 1919. in Weimar by a German 

architect by the name of Walter Gropius [4]. Functionalistic 

ideas of Bauhaus represented getting away from decor, 

flamboyant and overcrowded. Merging the form with function 

was crucial.  

                                                                                                                                 
   1950. – The fifties brought further progress in building with 

contemporary materials like steel and glass, and the smart, 

clinical architecture of the international modernist movement 

was adopted as the new image of corporate business [5].  

 

   1964 – The legendary furniture design company Herman 

Miller presented an office plan which no one ever got to meet 

with before. It was called “Action office” and it was a 

creation of Robert Propst, which was among the first to say 

that office work is mental work as well, and that the mental 

effort is attached to the support of the surrounding to the 
capabilities of an individual [6]. 

 

 
 

   1980 – The ’80s were marked as years that gave birth to a 

dystopian version of Action office of the sixties. The 

exclusively economical system of thinking lead to the 

creation of the so-called “Cubicle farm” [16], a space in 

which, in order to place as much tables as possible, and with 

that employees, were divided with cross-like dividers and 

tables in its corners, closing the view, communication and 

socialization amongst employees, enclosing them in a limited 
space of minimal dimensions, with those constructions then 

multiplied a couple of hundred times in aright rows from wall 

to wall. 

 

   1990. – One of, in not the greatest, development of the 

1990s, was the Internet, or it being available to the general 

public. This occurrence had an inevitably powerful impact on 

humanity in global, way of thinking in all aspects and 

necessarily on functioning and modernization of workspace 

of that time. 

 

2000. – During the last decade, furniture designers tried to 

divide the sea of cubicles and encourage socialization [7]. 

Current trend of the workspace layout reflects often complex 
structure of development of modern companies and different 

specific work styles. Growing prices of real estate and 

increase in prices of office space, especially in capital cities, 

brought the need for more effective space use – and informal, 

more flexible, multi-use work spaces.  

 

3. RELATIONS OF ENTERIOR DESIGN AND 

DECENTRALIZATION 

 

   Structure is an important tool which orients managers and 

subordinates to think, as well as work within a certain frame. 

As all of the organizations have a structure, primary 
obligation of a manager is to develop the right kind of 

structure in order to reach organization’s objectives. Although 

a good organizational structure does not guarantee success, a 

weak one can have a negative impact on the work of even the 

best of managers, and a wrong one puts a spotlight on all of 

the wrong problems, worsens irrelevant quarrels and creates a 

mountain of triviality [8]. Some of the important concepts of 

universal theory of design are hierarchy, specialization and 

and division of labour, chain of command or authority, unity 

of command, unity of direction, authority and responsibility 

[9]. consider the purpose of organizing, the reason of 
organizing, the structure of organization and the process of 

organizing as such principles. Organizational design and 

change are interconnected. True, organizational change could 

be understood as a process of organizational redesign and 

transformation [10]. 

   As the surrounding – economical, social, political and 

technological – changes at an incredible speed, the 

organization will simply be omitted and outdated, even if it 

stays right where it is [11]. 

 

   Decentralization is defined as the degree to which 
responsibilities and tasks are carried from higher, manager 

positions, down to lower levels of organizational hierarchy. 

On the other hand, centralization is defined as the degree to 

which responsibilities and tasks are held in the top of the 

organization’s hierarchy. No organization operates as 

completely centralized or decentralized [12]. 

   Dimensions of decentralization and specialization have two 

directions of distribution: vertical and horizontal, and by 

crossing these two directions of authority allocation, four 

typical models of decentralization can be defined: 

 

   An autocratic structure has a small number of managers 
on top of the management structure which make all of the 

important decisions. Interesting, but non-stereotypical 

example of autocratic structure is the headquarters of Thin 

Office company in Singapore.  
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Photo 3. Illustration of an interior of a company with 
autocratic structure [13] 

    

The “boss box“, which we can see under the number 7 on the 

floor plan, makes the space even more interesting. These 

tables in the corner are separated for private conversations of 

executive managers, but they are not completely separated as 

an enclosed office, which would be typically autocratic.  

 

   Oligarchy structure includes a bigger number of people on 

top of the hierarchy. An interesting example of this type of 

structure could be the headquarters of Red Bull company in 
Amsterdam. In the centre of the space we can see an open 

type of work space, and on the left an interesting entrance 

part, reception desk, as well as a number of common seating 

spots, which promote values of the company like spontaneity 

and communication.  

   Still, the most important characteristic which says a lot 

about the type of structure are separated offices on the wall-

faced brim of the entire space, which are divided from the rest 

of the space with glass panels, in order to give managers 

enough privacy, for whom they are intended, but, also, allow 

them to be able to watch over the employees in the centre. 
 

 

Photo 4. Illustration of an interior of a company with 

oligarchy [13] 

Polycentric autocracy, includes a small number of managers 

on each level of structure, which bring decisions. We can take 

the space of Hill+Knowlton company as a good example of a 
workspace which reflects its polycentric autocratic structure. 

On the floor plan we can see under the number 6 a few offices 

which are shared by a few people, in a traditional layout, as 

well the doors that directly connect these two offices which 

tells us about their necessary communication and 

coordination by labour division. Still, in the rest of the space 

we see all individual offices, intended for one person which 

communicates the enlarged number of people “on the top”. 
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Photo 5. Illustration of an interior of a company with 

polycentric structure [13] 

   A democratic structure is the one in which the authority is 

being equally distributed with professional and executive 

capabilities [14]. A good example of work space which is 

adapted to democratic structure and equality is the workspace 
of Barcode company. 

.  

 

Photo 6. Illustration of an interior of a company with 

democratic structure [13] 

   Most important characteristic of this work space in 

correlation with structure is the common studio, on the floor 

plan marked with number five, where we can clearly see that 
all of the employees are placed in a common open-space 

room, behind massive shared tables, which encourage 

communication and coordination. In a system like this there 

are no individual, enclosed offices for top management and 

different hierarchy levels, as it’s the case in oligarchy or 

polycentric structure, nor the individual rooms which hold the 

function of CEO’s office, which is mostly typical for 

autocratic structure. 

 

We have to remark, still, that there are no pre-determined 

rules for different types of structure in correlation with work 
space. Still, these examples are very valuable in the aspect 

where they prove us that structure of the organization and the 

visual aspect of workspace go together and how one dictates 

the other; shows their existing relationship and with that, the 

importance of the impact they have on each other. 

 

 

4. CONCLUSION 

 
   Satisfaction of employees is something all organizations 

strive for. Satisfied employees build satisfied teams, satisfied 

teams group and construct main parts of the puzzle that make 

the organization: and all together, create a successful 

company. 

   Interior design elements are not a new thing in business 

context, but the relationship between them and organizational 

design is mostly neglected in literature. “Gestalt approach” 

[15] recommends connection between structures, and mostly 

focuses on the organizational net’s end. Other authors [16, 17, 

18, 19, 20] mostly give attention to relations between interior 

design and various aspects of organizational behaviour. 
   With enjoined effort of designers, psychologists and 

managers, this thematic is today significantly more 

understandable to all groups of people, as to in which all and 

numerous and incredibly intertwined ways they affect 

employees each moment, and often becomes an element 

which is decisive in many ground breaking situations in the 

work place. This study indicates the connection between 

organizational design and centralization. Although anecdotal, 

the proof that most of the programmes of organizational 

changes with at least redistribution of organizational members 

in the physical space of offices, if not the complete interior 
redesign, implies that there is a significant coherence between 

interior design and organizational deign, primarily 

organizational structure.  
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