2018 EiLBFERFRFREEFHRMELFRRE E1H) ALHR

EMRE (LEFEMME) <EBRELE>

LTFo4-->OMES S, wfhmlo*owfﬁﬁbr<ﬁéwoﬁﬁ\ﬁﬁbtﬁﬁﬁ%%%ﬁﬂﬁiﬁéc&
(KRS U BRI A 3507 5 & &1k, Tkagono(2007)) TMEERF (2007)] O L S IcRBL T IEEW,)

O [EF2—var] HFEREIIEOIIRBERTLLIN $/, ZOERIRRT IR STICHTIEERFA > F i
EDL I RBDTLL Iir, MBI DOWTHMA G202 {HRLTIIEEN,

@ [FEEErEaehE] Al TH LW ARSEE XN D A W= X AEDWT, B - 77 (1996) 35D L 5B E2T -/~ TL
Lo, Fl, FOLDITEDI I RBMYMANMUELE SIS TLL b, DT <k LT EEV,

@ [AEEE] AR RT3 OICHBEE LOTRE L TTEARZI LIRS I REBEANRHATLLEY Iy £, B
RIS ED L) HEEEIERH D, FRFNOERLEOA DV v MR EDLIZLEOTLE M, LLE2 SIC20nTERLTL

T\-gl/\n

@ [3/74//;/%—&!3 S R RO BR IR I o a T 4 v P BRI 0O R OBHATLE D
o BRI EEEFZTRZNBL, ThODEROEBERLMBRICOVTRLIDRIHMMELTLIIEE N,

2017E10821H=EHE



201 8EEILEYERFAERBFELMREESEE (B 1H) A E

EFREE (EBEFEMHB) <HERDESE>

i~ LIFToOh,s28BERU. BETLHE
(A ErREZRFLYY—cR L THBAEREZT AN, F0O5650BHEREEBHNETIZOVWTERREZ L,

B) RLESLERELLBATEH, AQEXBLIRAFLAOAREETERACEERLEL, TOXSGHRELLSEIRAICOVTERA

$5C&,
) EOEFECZLIYE FOTHFFEERHTIBRE-DUERV LT, ZORAET I L&,

(D) HEMPFEOHRIZE, FOBEELLLTHENVEL( A% TH, BFEMBRET I eHD. TOLEBEHTAEREZRHT &,

M=. STORENDMS 3DEEIRL., ThENGHBETH &,

(7) B8 (1) ZTHEA () £KHEFE (L) RML—TFFF () fRHOHEHNFE

(h) HEBICHY HFRATHELE (%) PERENR (7) RREHE (fr) HEBHH (3) HEREET

2017F10/5218%E



2018 EIBFEXFRXFREEFMARS LERE (B 171 AR

HMEE (REFEHRBLHEA) <BERER>

LT 2 DITEFEATLESLY,

I AXEROERL. RASHOIERLTOHAZL TSN,

2. BBEREVOhDIEDZERMAL TS,

2017 10A2 1BEM




201 8 EILBFEAXFRFHREEFHERELEHRE (B 10D AFHER

HFMHEE (EEREHREIRE) <BEREEER>

TRES RIS, TRTEZ &L

(A1) ERtozRER OBl -#WA, OFERSEEE. @31X MEHEKRAE, OHBIBERE.,

®ro—rLE) —ont. B Come k.

(fl2) QILFFART4vIEE. ©Fo—/ LR, @5 O—Ah/ILEE. (DT,

Fhen BRI Tame £,

(F3) BEEREDCRRIZEST. ABEHOHGE, BHTEETHD.

oz eizont. BEEMIZane £,

201741082 18%E




201 8FEABFEARFAFREEFWRIMSLIRIE (B 1) AFHER

EMHE (REFZEHIRELRFE) <HEEOEZE>

RDA, BOWTAMNTEZERL, BELTILSE,

A, BFAIIZBITABEICODLWTHBALTLEEL,
(ZOKE. BREDEE. ERICRITLEE,. VA—2 - RTovv)l - ETIOEZAFEENHRICERTEIE)

B. ERIABICETS2Ea—ToIS—BLOEOORYBAICONT, BREFETEEBLTLESL,
(FOB, E1a—ToIS—DLL A, Ea—ToIS—REOEZHEADHIERTHE)

20171082 1AEMR




2018 E B BFERE AL ER L TRRE LRI (— 11 8) AR

= =
- B

TiED[1]&[2)I2EZ TS0,
(1] TEOHEIET RN THERLEEL,

In some organizations, top managers make all the decisions. Lower-level managers
mercly carry out top management’s directives. At the other extreme are organizations
in which decision making is pushed down to the managers who are closest to “the
action,” The former organizations arc highly centralized; the lawer are decentralized.

The term centralization refers to the degree to which decision making is con-
centrated at a single peint in the organization. The concept includes only formal
authority; that is, the rights inherent in one’s position. Typically, it’s said that jf (op
management makes the organization’s key decisions with little or no input from
lower-level personnel, then the organization is centralized. In contrast, the more that
lower-level personnel provide input or are actually given the discretion to make deci-
sions, the more decentrafization there is.

An organization characterized by centralization is an inherently differenc animal
structurally from one that is decentralized. In a decentralized organization, action can
be taken more quickly to schve problems, more people provide input into decisions,
and employees are less likely to feel alienated from those who make the decisions that
affect their work lives.

Consistent with recent management efforts to make organizations more flexible
and responsive, there has been a marked trend toward decentralizing decision making.
In large companics, lower-level managers are closer to the action and typically have
more detailed knowledge about problems than do top managers. Big retailers such as
Sears and J.C. Penney have given their store managers considerably more discretion
in choosing what merchandise o stock so that their stores can compete mare effec-
tively against local merchants. Sinvilarly, Tllinois Tool Works is producing $6 billion a
year in sales from more than 400 separate business units. ‘Lhe management of Nlinois
Tool—which makes everything from welding equipment to nails to molded plastic
parts—has found that creating these hundreds of separate units, each with its own
general manager, allows cach business to focus on its customer set with laser-like
intensity. The fact that Hinois Tool has had average annual eamings growth of 17 per-
cent over the past ten vears indicates that its highly decentralized structure works.
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Standardizaton! Thats the key concept that underlies all burcaucracies. Lake a1 look at
the bank where you keep vour checking aceaunt; the deparmment store where yvou buy
your clothes; or the government offices that collect vour taxes. enforee health regula-
tons, or provide local fire protection. They all rely on standardized work provesses
for conrdination and control.

The bureaucracy is charncrerized Iy highly routine operating tasks achieved
through speculization, very fornalized yules and regulations, wsks (hat are grouped
into functional departments, centralized authority, nurrow spans of control, and deci-
sion making that follows the chain of command.

The primary strengel: of the bureaucracy lies in it abilivy w perform standard-
ted activities ina highly efficient manner. Putring like specialties wgether in fune-
tional deparunents results in economies of seale, mininum duplication of personned
and equipment. and employees who have the opportunity o talk “the same language”
among their peers. Further, bureaucracies ¢an ger by nicely with less talented—and,
hence, less costly=—middle- and lower-level managers. The pervasiveness of rules and
regulations substitutes for managerial diseretion. Standardized operations, coupled
with high formalization, allow decision making to be centralized. There is litde need,
therefore. for innovative and experienced decision makers below the level of senjor
executives,

One ol the major weaknesses of burcaucracy is thau specialization creates suby-
unit conflicts. Functional unit goals can override the overal] goals of the orgagization.
The other major weakness of burcaucracy is something we've all experienced at one
time or another when having 1o deal with people who work in iese organizitions:
obsessive concern with following the rules. When cases arise that don't precisely it
the rules, there is no room for modification. The bureaucracy is efficienc only as long
as employees confront problems that they have previoushy encountered aod for which
programmed decision rules have already been established.

The peak of burcaucracy’s popularity was probably in the 1950 and 1960s. At
that time, for instance, just about every major corporation in the world—{irnns such as
IBM, General Electrie, Volkswagen, Matsushita, and Roval Duteh Shell—was nrga-
nized as 2 burcaucracy. Although the bureaucraey is out of fashion today—largely
because it has difficulty responding rapidly 10 change—he majori v of large arganiza-
tions still take on basic bureaueraric clhoracteristics, particularhy specialization and
high formalization. However, spans of control have generally been widened, authorin,
has become more decentralized, and functional departments have been supplemented
with an inereased use of reams. Another trend is wward breaking burcaucracies up
into smaller, though fully Amctioning, minibureaveracies. Each of these smaller ver—
sions, with 130 to 250 people, has its own mission and profic goals, LIty been estimated
that about fifteen percent of large corporations have taken this direcdon,  For
instance, Eastinan Kodak has transformed over 100 production units inte separae
businesses, And as we saw caclier, Hlinois Tool Works s structured it entive organi-
zation into small. independent businesses.
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