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David Jones Organizational Structure
Founded in the year 1838, David Jones was one of the largest departments up market department store in Australia. However, the company was acquired by Woolworths Holdings Limited (a South African retail company) in the year 2014 ("Woolworths", 2016). David Jones was however, performing profitably before the acquisition despite high fluctuations of the company’s sales revenue attributable to the effectiveness of the company’s organizational structure (Shabbir, 2017). The company utilized a functional organizational structure where each unit of the company such as sales and marketing, human resources, strategic planning, and finance units had specific roles in the organization. 
According to various studies, an organizational structure has an influence of a firm’s financial performance. a functional structure of an organization is considered to significantly enhance specialization among employees and thus, results to high performance in the assigned role in an organization (Awino, 2015). Therefore, David Jones organizational structure promoted specialization and employees gained expertise in their area of operations contributing to the overall positive performance of the company. Further, the functional structure of the company promoted inclusivity culture within the organization where employees’ contribution to the company’s process of making a decision was highly valued ("David Jones 2011 Annual Report", 2011). Inclusivity culture is considered to have a positive impact on employee motivation and thus, increase their productivity and consequently resulting to positive financial performance of an organization. 
Strategic decision making process is also a major determinant of a firm’s performance (Csaszar, 2011). The company’s aggressive expansion strategy is cited to be one of the primary factors that caused poor performance of the company before acquisition. The company invested heavily in establishment of many stores and thus, affected the liquidity of the company and hence its overall performance. The aggressive expansion strategy can be considered as a result risk taking culture of the company’s management (Llopis, 2013). 
Financial Model of the Company
Management Effectiveness 
The management effectiveness assesses the company’s ability to generate income with the utilization of the company’s resources. 
Table 1: Management Effectiveness Ratios 
	
	Company 
	Industry 

	Return on Equity (Trailing 12 Months – TTM)
	11.04%
	9.84%

	Return on Equity 5YA (Five Year Average – 5YA)
	18.69%
	8.26%

	Return on Assets TTM
	7.45%
	5.96%

	Return on Assets 5YA
	11.23%
	5.07%

	Return on Investment TTM
	10.17%
	8%

	Return on Investment 5YA
	15.32%
	6.59%


Source: David Jones Management Effectiveness Ratios in Percentages in Comparison with Industry’s average between Years 2010 and 2014. Retrieved from https://au.investing.com/equities/d-jones-ltd-ratios. 
The management effectiveness data illustrates that the company was effective in utilizing the company’s resources such as equity, assets, and investment. David Jones effectiveness metrics were way above the industry average for the period between the year 2010 and the year 2014 before the acquisition. 
Profitability Analysis 
The profitability of a company is subject to the effectiveness of the company’s ability to generate earnings through strategic decisions. Cost-effectiveness of a company is an essential tool in assessing a firm’s performance with an increase in the profitability indicating a positive performance while negative profitability illustrates an adverse performance of a business.
Table 2: David Jones Profitability Ratios 										 
	
	Company 
	Industry

	Gross margin TTM
	38.15%
	31.14%

	Gross Margin 5YA
	38.77%
	32.36%

	Operating margin TTM
	6.79%
	5.9%

	Operating margin 5YA
	10.03%
	5.74%

	Pretax margin TTM
	6.79%
	5.42%

	Pretax margin 5YA
	10.03%
	5.04%

	Net Profit margin TTM
	4.92%
	3.82%

	Net Profit margin 5YA
	7.12%
	3.45%


Source: David Jones Profitability Ratios in Percentages in Comparison with Industry’s Average between Years 2010 and 2014. Retrieved from https://au.investing.com/equities/d-jones-ltd-ratios. 
The profitability analysis of David Jones indicates that the company operated profitably considering the five years average from the year 2010 to the year 2014. The portability of the company exceeded the industry’s profitability levels implying that the company had a positive performance over the five years.
Financial Strength (Liquidity)
Table 3: David Jones Liquidity Ratios 
	
	Company 
	Industry 

	Quick Ratio MRQ
	0.23
	0.33

	Current Ratio MRQ
	0.87
	0.91

	LT Debt to Equity MRQ
	0%
	16.44%

	Total Debt to Equity MRQ
	5.36%
	24.5%


Source: David Jones Liquidity Ratios in Comparison with Industry’s Average between Years 2010 and 2014. Retrieved from https://au.investing.com/equities/d-jones-ltd-ratios. 
The financial strength of a business plays a significant role in the smooth operations of a company. Most importantly the level of liquidity determines a firms capability of meeting short-term obligations when they fall due. The liquidity ratios particularly the quick ratio and the current ratio of David Jones indicates that the company’s liquidity was below the industry’s average between the year 2010 and 2014. This implies that the company suffered liquidity problems in settling short-term liabilities when they fall due. 
Conclusion
An organization’s structure plays a crucial role on the organization’s performance most importantly to the level of employee engagement in the organization given that an organizations performance is dependent on the employees’ commitment to their roles and productivity. David Jones functional organizational structure that divided roles and responsibilities into various units did not only enhance specialization but also enhanced employee performance through inclusivity culture. However, the company’s management high level of risk taking in expansion strategies failed to take into account the firm’s financial strength and thus, contributed to slowed growth before acquisition by Woolworths Group in the year 2014.
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