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I Introduction

Localgovernmentalorganizationssuchascitiesandtownsconstituteaveryimportantfactorin

thequalityofcitizens'lifeasthedirectproviderofpublicservices. Yet , littleisknownastotheway

theyareactuallyorganized , whileweknowmuchbetteraboutorganizationofprivateenterprises.

InJapan , thelocalgovernmentalorganizationsaretheexclusivesupplierofsocialwelfareserｭ

vices , whiletheveryconceptofdemocraticself 二government itselfcannotbesaidtohavebeenfirmly

establishedamongpeopleyet. Forthese reasons , characteroftheJapaneselocalgovernmentsis

quitedifferentfromthatofotherWesterncountriesandespeciallyfromthatintheUnitedStates.

Wemightsaythatthelatterismorelikeaspecialitystore , whereinJapanthelocalgovernments

operatelikedepartmentstoresorsupermarkets , providingfullrangeofdiverseservicestothelocalinｭ

habitantsonanexclusive七aS ls .

Therefore , ifwewanttomakeacomprehensiveappraisalofthegeneralstandardandqualityof

publicserviceinJapan , itisimportanttounderstandhowthenlocalgovernmentsareorganized , but

inthisrespect , ourknowledgesofarhasbeenfarfromabundanttoallowusmeaningfulevaluation ,

andthisperhapsisthereasonwhywetendedtofocusourattentiontopeculiarityoftheorganizationｭ

alpatternsofJapaneselocalgovernmentbodies. Clearly , weneedtoknowmuchmore , thatis , how

andinwhichwaystheorganizationofJapaneselocalgovernmentsarepeculiar. Comparisonofthe

localgovernmentalorganizationwiththatofprivateenterprisewouldprovideusaneffectiveapproach

tothatand , becausethelatterhasalwaysconstitutedthebasicmodelsoforganizationalpattern. In

thispaper , theauthorproposestoundertakeacomparisonoforganizationalstructuresbetweenthe

localgovernmentsandprivateenterprisesinJapan.

Ourcomparisonismadewithregardtoinstitutionalaswellasstructuralcharacteristicsofpubｭ

licandprivateorganizations. Thedatausedinourstudyweremadeavailablefromtheresultsof

surveydonebytheLocalGovernmentResearch& DataCenter (Minami-azabu , Tokyo). Ofthe

massivedata , wetookthoseregardingcitiesandprivateenterprises , excludingthoseonprefectures ,

townshipsandpublicenterprises , becauseforthepurposeofoursurvey , theterm “local governmental

organizations"appliestocitiesonly. Theprefectu
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differentinthewaytheyfunctionandforthisreasontheyarenotwellsuitedtobetakenas “local

governments"forthepurposeofourcomparison. Townshipsarealsoconsiderεd notquiteappropriｭ

ateastheirgeographicallocationandotherconditionswouldpreventmeaningfulcomparisonswith

privatebusinessenterprises. Itisforthesereasonsthatwelimitedthescopeofourcomparisonto

citiesononepartandprivateenterprisesofmediumandlargersizes.

Withregardtosampling , wemadearandomextractionamongallcitieslocatedintenprefecｭ

turesintheMetropolitanArea , Chukyo(Nagoya)AreaandKinki(Osaka-Kyoto)Area. Thisisbeｭ

causemanyoftheprivaterenterprisestobecomparedareconcentratedtotheurbanareasandwe

neededtohomogenizethebackgroundenvironmentforourspecificpurpose.

Astotheprivateenterprises , wepickedup666corporationswhoseheadofficeswerelocated

withinthosetenurbanprefecturesoutoftheDiamondCompanyDirectorybymeansofstratifiedranｭ

domsampling. Theinitialsamplingratiowas15.9%. Thesampledcompanieshadmorethan150

employeesincaseofmanufacturersandmorethan1000employeesincaseofnon-manufacturingcomｭ

panies. Thereasonforthisistomaintainarelativebalanceintermsoftheorganizationalsizewith

regardtothatofthelocalgovernmentbodiestobecompared.

Table1showsnumberofthesamples , thatofrecoveryandrecoveryratio. Thesurveywas

donebymailingrequestforansweringonthequestionnairetothosepersonnelresponsibleforgeneral

administrationwithinthecitygovernmentsandcorporationstobesurveyed , althoughotherpersonnel

wereallowed , ifnecessary ラto 日11 upthequestionnaireformdependingonthenatureofquestions

asked. Forinstance ラwith regardtomanagementpolicy , werequestedseniormanagementstaffofthe

respondentcompaniestoanswerthequestions. Manyofthelocalgovernmentbodiesreturnedthe

questionnaireformsasapprovedbytheheadoftheorganization. Thesurveywasmadeduringten

monthsfromJanuarytoOctober , 1978.

Table1 NumberofSamplesandRecovery

お1atrix No.of Sampling No.of Recove 町

Group Samples Ratio Recoverγ Ratio

Government Metropolitan 108 108 1.00 77 0.71
(City) Chukyo 64 64 1.00 33 0.52

Kinki 62 62 1.00 44 0.71

Total 234 234 1.00 154 0.66

Corporations Construction 431 56 0.13 18 0.32
Manufacturing 651 280 0.43 56 0.20
Distribution 640 64 0.10 17 0.27
Finance 580 58 0.10 17 0.29
Utilities 1,240 124 ハリ ー ハリ 6 ハ0 . 0リ5片

Service 646 84 0.13 13 0.15

Total 4,188 666 0.16 127 Aリ l日可U
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II OrganizationalForm

(I) OrganizationalSize

Ingeneral , asagroupgrowsinsize , ithastodealwithincreasingvolumeofbusiness , andthis

causesthegrouptodivideitsfunctionsbothverticallyandhorizontally. Thegroup'sinternalstrucｭ

turethusbecomesmorecomplex , andinordertocontrolthecomplexstructure , veriousprocedures

aregraduallystandardized. This processiscalleddevelopmentofbureaucracy , whoselevelis

thoughttocorrespondtotheorganizationalsize. ¥'VithreferencetoTable2, showingacomparison

betweenthepublicandprivateorganizationsintermsoftheirsize(ornumberoftheregularmemｭ

bers) , weseethatsmallcompaniesaresmallerthansmallcitiesandlargecompaniesarelargerthan

bigcities. Thepicture , however , islikelytobesomewhatdifferenttoday , asrelativesizeoflocalgovｭ

ernmenthasbecomesmallerinthefollowingdecadeduetoprogressofadministrativereform. In

anyevent , whendatacomparisonismadebetweenthepublicandprivateorganizations , itisimporｭ

tanttorememberthatdistributionofsizeismuchlargerforprivateenterprises.

Table2 NumberofRegularEmployees

。 ーハリ 201 5001 ーハり 01 1501 2001 3001 4001 5001

Total N
100 200 500 1000 1500 2000 3000 4000 5000

Cities
small 100.0 100.0 19

medium 68.1 31.9 100.0 94

large 24.4 41.5 12.2 7.3 14.6 100.0 41

Company
small 2.2 28.9 68.9 100.0 45

medium 66.7 33.3 100.0 39

large 16.3 30.2 14.0 11.6 27.9 100.0 43

FromTable3, weseεthat approximately50%ofcompanyemployeesbelongtoheadofficeeven

incaseofsmallerorganizationswhilemostofcitystaffworkatthemainoffice. Theselocalgovernｭ

mentshavefewbranchoffices. Theymayhavesmallagencyofficesandoutsiderepresentatives , but

essentiallywholebusinessisdoneatthemaincityoffices. Thisdifferenceislikelytobecomemuch

moresignificantasprivatecompaniesareundergoingmassiverestructurizationandcorporatereｭ

engineeringwitharesultthattheirheadofficesarequicklyshrinkinginsize.

(2) SpanofControl

Spanofcontrolisconsideredoneofthekeymeasuresofcontrolefficiency. Itreferstonumber

ofsubordinatesthatamanagercaneffectivelysupervise. Alargespanofcontrolmeanslargenumｭ

berofsubordinatesunderthemanager , thatis , therearerelativelyfewnumberofsupervisorsinterms

ofsizeoftheorganization. Administrativecostsarethereforelessinsuchanorganization , whichis

consideredtobeefficientlymanaged. Onthecontrary , asmallspanofcontrolmeansfewernumber

ofpersonnelreportingtoasupervisorormanager. Thisgenerallyimpliesexistenceofsometypeof
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Table3 RatioofEmployeesWorkingatHeadOffice(%)

0-40 41-0 61-100 Total N

Cities
small 52.6 47.4 100.0 19

medium 14.4 58.9 26.7 100.0 90

large 44.1 50.0 5.9 100.0 34

Companies
small 47.1 14.7 38.2 100.0 34

medium 68.4 15.8 15.8 100.0 19

large 85.0 10.2 5.0 ーハリ ハリ ハリ 20

managementproblems. Forexample , iftasksaretoocomplicated , closerattentionmustbegivenby

thesupervisor , andthisrestrictshisspanofcontrol. Moreover , asthenumberofmanagerialpersonｭ

nelgrows , internalcommunicationtendstobecomeexcessivelycomplexanddifficult. Thus , thereis

certainrelevancebetweenspanofcontrolandcapabilityoforganizationtoaccomplishoperational

targets. Anorganizationhavingrelativelylargenumberofmanagerialpersonnelisnormallyconsidｭ

eredtobeinefficient.

Table4givesacmparisonoflocalgovernmentsandprivatecompaniesintermsofaveragenumｭ

berofsectionswithinonedepartmentordivision. Inotherwords , thetableshowsthenumberof

sectionchiefsunderthecontrolofonedepartmentordivisionmanager , i.e. , hisspanofcontrol.

Table4 AverageNumberofSectionsperDepartment

0-2.9 3-4.9 5-6.9 7-8.9 Over9 Total N

Cities
small 46.2 46.2

medium 8.0 67.0 20.5

large 2.4 58.5 36.6

Companies
small 76.9 23.1

medium 42.4 33.3 9.1

large 35.9 33.3 17.9

7.7

3.4

2.4

9.1

ーハリ リ0.0 13

1.1 ーリ00.0 85

100.0 41

100.0 39

6.1 ーハリ ハリ ハリ 33

12.8 100.0 39

Wecanseefromthetablethatlargerorganizationtakeslargernumberofsectionsperdepartｭ

mentbothforlocalgovernmentsandprivatecompanies. Thisshowsthatgrowthofsizepromotesdiｭ

vISIOnofworkingeneral. Yet , localgovernmentstendtohavemoresectionsperdepartment. Exｭ

istenceofdeputymanagersandassistantsmakessimplecomparisonsrisky , butnevertheless , itcanbe

saidthatorganizationoflocalgovernmentstendstobestaticandfixedespeciallyinpolicyandfuncｭ

tions , makingitdifficulttodividedepartmentalfunctionsevenwhengrowthoforganizationmakesit

desirable. Ontheotherhand , privateenterpriseshavemuchlargerfreedomoforganizationand

choiceofspanofmanagementcontrol. Sincelocalgovernmentsdonothavesuchfreedom , anyaddiｭ

tionofnewlineofactivityautomaticallyresultsinanenlargementofspanofcontrolofdepartment
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manager.

Formanagementofagivenorganizationtobereallyeffective ラspan ofcontrolmustbeadequate.

Ifadepartmentgrowstoomuchinsize , itwillresultinabnormalincreaseinthemanager'sspanof

control , andthisallowschiefsofsectionsreportingtohimtohavegreaterdegreeofautonomy , simply

becausethemanagercanhardlybeexpectedtobeabletoexercisefullcontroloverthem. Actually ,

wenoticedthattherelativeautonomyofsectionswasmoreconspicuousinthelocalgovernmentsthan

IIIcorporatIOns.

Sectionchief , ontheotherhand , hashisownspanofcontrol , representedbythenumberof

chiefclerksreportingtohim. However , thenormallayoutofofficesinJapanwhereworkingspaces

arenotpartitionedanddesksareadjacent , itwouldbemorereasonabletothinkthatasectionchiefis

requiredtoexercisecontrolovereveryclerkunderhim. Inotherwords , hisspanofcontrolconsists

ofallpeopleworkinginhissection.

Table5showsacomparisonofsectionchiefsspanofcontrolbetweenthelocalgovernmentand

privatecorporationsattheirrespectiveheadoffices. Incaseofcities , sectionchiefsspanofcontrol

tendstoswellasthescaleoforganizationincreases , andgenerallyspeaking , thespanissignificantly

largercomparedtothatheldbysectionchiefsinprivateenterprises. Asitwasfordepartmentrna ト

agers , thespanofcontrolofsectionchiefsinlocalgovernmentofficesseemtoexceedtheappropriate

magnitude , makingcircumstantialcontrolquitedifficult , andthisshouldresultingreaterautonomyof

workersreportingtohim.

Table5 SectionChiefsSpanofControl(Headof 五ces ， headcount)

Lessthan9.9 10-19.9 20-29.9 30-39.9 Over40 Total N

Cities
small
medium
large

Companies
small
medium
large

5.3

7.8

38.5

48.5

31.6

78.9 15.8

71.1 18.9

58.3 33.3

43.6 10.3

30.3 9.1

52.6 10.5

2.2

5.6

6.1

5.3

υハハリ ハリ 19
ーハり ハリ ハリ 90

2.8 100.0 36

7.7 100.0 39

6.1 100.0 33

100.0 38

Table6showstheratioofnumberofmanagerialpersonneltothatoftotalemployeeworkingat

headofficesofthelocalgovernmentandprivatecompanies. Theratioishigherforprivateenterｭ

prises , mainlybecauseinthelatter , therearemanystaffdoingsupervisoryjobforlocalplantsand

branchofficescontrolledbytheheadoffices , whereasinthelocalgovernments , themainofficeshave

alargenumberofdirectorfieldworkers.

Whilespanindicateshorizontalscaleofanorganization , levelofhierarchyshowsverticalscale.

A “tall" organizationmeansthereareseverallayersofsupervisoryfunctions. Ifexcessive , thiswill

resultinlackofcommunicationandoperationalinefficiencywithintheorganization.

Ingeneral , organizationswithnarrowspanofcontrolandtallhierarchialstructureareconsidｭ

eredtobecostlyandinefficient. Ontheaverage , thenumberofmanagerialhierarchyis7.7forsmall
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Table6 RatioofManagerialPersonnelatHeadOffice(%)

Lessthan19.9 20-30.9 Over40 Total N

Cities
small 25.0 75.0 100.0 16

medium 25.3 72.0 2.7 100.0 75

large 25.3 hリハり0.7 100.0 28

Companies
small 23.3 63.3 13.3 100.0 30

medium 31.6 47.4 21.1 100.0 19

large 25.0 54.2 20.8 100.0 24

citiesand8.5forlargecities , whileitis7.5forsmallercorporationsand8.2forlargeones. Thereis

nomeaningfuldiff とrence ， therefore , betweenlocalgovernmentsandprivateenterprisesinthisrespect ,

thatis , “height" oforganization. Asitis , wemightsaythatbotharesameinstaturebutprivateenｭ

terprisesareleaner.

Insummary , wecanseethatorganizationoflocalgovernmentsareessentiallycentralizedas

thereislessdivisionoffunctionscomparedtoprivatecompanies. Managementanddirectworkare

notseparatedfunctionally. Furthermore , numberofsupervisorypersonnelisrelativelysmalland

eachhaslargerspanofcontrol. Astheresult , thelocalgovernmentofficeresemblestoanobtuse

triangle , andthispatternhassignificanteffectonfunctionalcharacteristicsofthelocalgovernmentas

weshallseeinthefollowingdiscussions.

III Decision-making

(1) TopManagement

Table7isacomparisonoftheratiooftopmanagementheadcount(i.e. , thosewhoaremembers

oftheofficialmeetingfortakingofdecisionsregardingbasicpoliciesofadministration/companymanｭ

agement)tototalnumberofpersonnelwithinorganizations. Itcanbeseenthattherelativescaleof

topmanagementbecomesmallerasorganizationgrows , andthistrendisquitenatural , althoughitis

lessconspicuousforlocalgovernment.

Table7 ShareofPeopleInvolvedinTopDecision-Takinξin Total
NumberofPersonnelinanOrganization(%)

-2 3-5 5- Total N

Cities
small 23.5 47.0 29.4 100.0 17

medium 6.7 61.8 28.0 3.3 100.0 89

large 88.9 8.3 2.8 100.0 36

Companies
Small 2.5 25.0 57.5 14.7 ーハリ リハリハ 40

medium 35.1 51.4 13.5 100.0 37

large 95.0 5.0 100.0 40



ORGANIZATIONALCHARACTERISTICSOFLOCALGOVERNMENTBODIESINJAPAN 15

Inprivateenterprises , decision-makingatthetoplevelinvolvesnomorethanthechiefexecutive

andasmallnumberofseniormanagementdirectlyreportingtohim , whereasthenumberofpeople

participatingtodecision-makingtendstobemuchlargerinlocalgovernmentbecausethemeeting

oftentakesdecisionsontriflemattersandminutecoordinationisrequiredamongdifferentfunctional

groupsduetobureaucraticneeds.

Inlocalgovernment , thetopexecutivetendstobemoreinvolvedincoordinationbetweendeｭ

partmentsandtherealdecision-makingauthoritydelegatedtolowerlevel. Theprocessofcoordinaｭ

tionisquitecomplexandtakesasubstantialamountoforganizationalintelligence(heldbyseniorexｭ

pertshavinghighlevelofskillinthosematters) , yetontheotherhand ラlower levelfunctionalgroups

strivetohaveaccesstothedecision-makingprocessbecauseoftheirowninterests. Thus , thelower

levelgroupsalsoneedtheirownintelligenceinordertohaveownideasintermsofpoliciesandprinｭ

ciples.

Inasmuchasthedecision-makingauthorityismorewidelydistributedinlocalgovernments , and

ifweassume “intelligence" canbeinterpretedasimportanceofstafffunctions , wemayexpectthat

localgovernmentshavelargernumberofstaffcomparedtoprivateenterprises. However , asTable8

shows , ratioofstaffpersonnalatmainofficestendstobelargerinprivateenterprises , andsamecan

beseenifwecomparewholeorganization. Thus , wecannotsaythatlocalgovernmentshavemore

managmentresourcesintermsofstaff. Itiscertainlytruethatinlocalgovernments , thereisfierce

competitionandevenantagonismamongdepartments , andtheyoftencannotresolvethedifferences

betweenthemselves.

Thismeansthatalthoughdecision-makingauthorityisdelegatedtothelowerlevelsthetopexｭ

cutivestillhastocoordinateconflictofinterestsansmgamonghissubordinates. Clearly , localgovｭ

ernmentsdonothaveadequatenumberofgeneralstaffwhichisindispensableforinternalcoordinaｭ

tionandbetterefficiencv.

Table8 ShareofStaffinHeadOfficePersonnel(%)

~IO ~20 -30 -100 Total N

Cities
small 12.5 56.3 12.5 18.8 100.0 16

medium 27.8 57.0 11.4 3.8 100.0 79

large 28.6 57.1 8.6 5.7 100.0 35

Companies
sr1all 26.3 21.1 18.4 34.2 100.0 38

medium 16.3 24.1 17.2 48.3 100.0 29

lar 宮f 5.1 15.4 25.6 53.8 100.0 39

FromTable9, weseethatgeneralstaff(thosewhoareresponsibleforsupportingtopmanageｭ

ment)suchastheMayor'sOffice(President'soffice) ぅplanning andpublicrelationsofficers , aremore

commonamonglocalgovernments. Thisisbecausetheyneedthosegeneralstaff , howeversmallthey

mightbe. Alllocalgovernmentstendtodevelopstafffunctionsaroundthetop.

Table10givesusaninterestinginterpretationoftheroleoftopmanagement. Itshowshowfar
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lowerhierarchyareallowedtoreportdirectlytothetopexecutive , andwecanseethatinlocalgovｭ

ernments , thedirectreportingrelationshipextendstomuchlowerlevelscomparedtoprivateenterｭ

pnses.

Table9 ExistenceofGeneralStaffandTheirRatioofHeadcountsinHeadOffice(%)

Percentageofgeneralstaff
populationatheadoffice

Generalstaff Geしne しral staff Total NeXlstmg 0-2 3-5 6-9 10- noteXlstmg

Cities
small 57.9 18.2 36.4 27.3 18.2 42.1 100.0 19
medium 73.4 23.1 41.5 29.2 6.2 26.6 100.0 94
large 75.6 42.3 34.6 23.1 24.4 100.0 41

Companies
small 26.7 44.4 11.1 22.2 22.2 73.3 ーハリ ハリ ハリ 45
medium 74.2 33.3 22.2 22.2 22.2 25.6 ーりハハリ ハυ 39
large 62.8 53.8 26.9 11.5 7.7 37.2 100.0 43

Table10 OrganizationalLevelsinHeadOfficeAllowedtoReportDirectlytotheTopManagement(%)

Division Department Assistant
Manager 民1ana 宮er 民1anager

Section
chief

Assistant
Section
chief

Chief
clerk

Clerk Total N

Cities
small 15.4 61.5
medium 2.6 32.1 6.4 50.0
large 12.1 45.5 39.4

Companies
small 50.0 5.9 35.3
medium 3.7 44.4 11.1 25.9
large 12.5 62.5 3.1 15.6

7.7
5.1

7.4

15.4 100.0 17
3.8 100.0 89
3.0 100.0 36

8.8 100.0 40
7.4 100.0 37
6.3 100.0 40

Hierarchycanexistonlyonthebasisofprinciplethatthelineofcommandiscentralized.

Ordersaregivenbysectionchieftoheadofclerk , orbydepartmentmanagertosectionchief , while
reportgoesupontheotherway. Iftheselinesofcommandandreportingarebrokenorcomminｭ

gled , thebureaucracyinitsstrictsensecannotfunction , asthereisnoclearandformalprocessofdelｭ

egationofauthority. Thefunctionalareaatthetopthenexpandsbeyondreasonablelimitsanddeciｭ

sioninsuchaneventisunlikelytocomeattherighttime. Obviously , thiswillpresentaserious

problemoforganizationalefficiencyinachievingtaskstobedone.

Allthisamountstosaythatinlocalgovernments , thetopisrequiredtocoordinateconflictof

interestsoflowerfunctionalgroups , whichismoreintensethaninprivateenterprises , merelybecause

theylackadequatestaffwhoseessentialtasksincludeexerciseofsuchcoordinationamongorganizaｭ

tionalunits. Mostofthestaffresourcesareconcentratedatthetoplevel , andthisresultsinexcessive

growthofgeneralstaffbothinpowerandscale. Theytendtocauseconfusionsinthebureaucratic

principles , makingtheorganizationlessrigid.

A comparisonoftypesofdecision-makingprocessisgiveninTable11. Respondentswere
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askedtoidenti 竹their typicaldecision-makinξprocess fromthreetypesonanassumptionthatanew

business undertaking requires planningand a decisions=(A) so-called "top-down" process , (B)

“ bott om-u p " process、(C) decentralizedandconsensus-orientedprocessinwhichthetopmanageｭ

ment , whileretainingthefinalauthority , leavesmuchtobedonetohissubordinates.

TableII MostCommonProcessofMakingDeιisions 011 Plannin 符of New
Lim 、of Business/Undertaking(';1,,)

(人) :Thetop(m 辻yor/presidcnt 只ivcs the ‘ |川%以 p()lic~\which isstudiedby

meetin 符at lowerlevels

(B):Thestaffpreparesλdr 礼ttl 】l 辻n fIll' revi 円、lηselll 川、man は只ement 111ｭ

eludingm川'or/president

(C): E辻仁h departlllentprepar でお りwn piλn fClrreviewbvinte 、r-depλrtmentλl

meetlllg

.¥ B C .)、り 1λ l N

Citic日

small n.3 。1. 1 Ib.7 100.0 18
日1ぞd i um 34.G 48.1 17.:) 100.0 81
lar何げF :27.8 44.4 :27.8 [00.0 :.)(j

Comp 込Illes

日ma ll T2..1 {、 jO . O 7..1 )00.0 40

medium n.9 b8.G 8.b 100.0
large 27.8 G6.G )00.0 36

Theresultshowsthatforlocalgovernment , the(C)typeofd引、isioin-makinξprocess ismuch

morepopularcompar でd toprivateenterprises. Thismeansthatth ぞtop oflocal 符overnment israrely

involvedinreealdecision-makin 只process ， andthatcollectivedecision-takingb下differ でnt departments

arecommon. Inlocalgovernments , variousinterestsofinsidersandoutsidersar ぞso entan 宮led that

simplesettlementbycompromiseisoften impossiblt 入and insuchacase , thetopisexpectedto

assumetheroleofanarbitratorwhileexer Clsm 宮his authorityatthesametime. This"mixed" type

ofd引:rs lOn makingshowsthatmana 貯ment authorityisnotcentraliz 吋 ， butthatthetopisstillexｭ

pectedtoshowstronξleadership whennecessary.

The rein ゐrcement ofgeneralstaff¥vhichwementionedearlierresultsfroman0明an i za t i onal

patternspecifictolocalgovernmentinwhichdecisionistakenneitheronthetopnorbydeleξation ，

butcollectively. Thetopmaysometimesintervenedirectl 下in theprocess , butthisdocsnotmean

thathisjudgementtakesabsoluteprecedence. Instead 、he docssoinordertomitigatedepartmental

conflictsandinternalcompetition , toharmonizecon 日icts betweendepartments , thetopneedstoh品で

alotofinsight , forwhichhemustdependonthegeneralstafl: Thankstotheirservice , thetopis

abletoexercisehisownauthority , butatahighcostinthatthestafforganizationtendstogrowexｭ

cessivclv.

(2) Bureaucratization

Ifalocalgovernmentischaracterizedbyrelativelysignificantautonom 下of individualorganizaｭ

tionalunitsanddelegationofdα :ision-making authoritywhileonthe 通other handthetopmana 貯ment
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functionsarestronglyineffectforthemerepurposeofcoordinationofdelegatedauthority , thenwe

mayassumethatitsorganizationisinadequateasabureaucraticsystem.

Organizationisadynamicprocessanditisoftencomparedtoalivingorganism. Itmust

strivetoassertitsexistenceinanunstableenvironment. Anorganizationisinherentlymotivatedto

overcomeuncertainty , andbureaucracyisoneofthebasicdoluyions. Itwantstobelessdependenton

arbitrarydecisionsandtrial-by-errorprocessinordertoachievestabilityofitsbasisofexistence.

Therearetwoindiceswhichcantellhowfarbureaucraticsystemisinprogressinanorganization

oneisconcentration-distributionofauthority , andtheotherisstandardization.

I) Concentration-decentralizationofauthority

Thistellsuswhereandatwhatlevelactualdecisionsarebeingmade , i.e. ラthe degreeofdelegaｭ

tionofauthority. Itisimportanttoremembert出ha剖t decisioncanb玩e takeninfon‘'m

O肝r of伍I五lcia叫I delegationdoesnotnecessarilyme伺an decentralization. Inthisregard ぅwe startedfroma

comparisonofthehierarchylevelonwhichcontractingintheamountsof￥ 300 ，000 and￥ 1 ，000 ，000

areauthorizedinlocalgovernmentsandprivateenterprises. TheupperhalfofTable12showsthe

results. ¥Vemaysaythatinlocalgovernments , afairlylargeauthorityisdelegatedtomiddlemanｭ

agementcompnsmgdepartmentandsection heads , whiletopmanagementretainsrelativelylarge

decision-makingpowerinprivateenterprises. Clearly , decentralizationofauthorityismorecommon

amonglocalgovernmentssofarasfinancialmattersareconcerned. Itisrareforalocalgovernmenｭ

talorganizationtoconcentrateitsresourcestoaccomplishasinglecommontask. Eachdepartment

hasitsownundertakingswhicharecarriedoutindividuallyandinparallelbysectionsandsubsecｭ

tionswithinthedepartment. Thisdecentralizationofauthoritymakesuptheotherfaceofbudgetary

systemcharacteristicofpublicorganizations.

Thepicture ラhowever ， isquitediflerentregardingmanagementofpersonnel. Inthis respect ,

decentralizationofauthorityismoreconspicuousamongprivateenterprises. ThelowerhalfofTable

12showsacomparisonregardinξwho hasthecompetencetopromoterank-and-fileemployeestochief

ofsubsection , andtotransfertheseemployeesbetweendifferentor 宮anizatio
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control. In contrast , privatebusinessallowsmorefreedomregardinguseofhuman resources , but

flowofmoneyismoretightlycontrolledtomakesurethatthesystemworkseffectively.

Table12 Centralization-decentralizationofAuthority(BudgetarySpendingandPersonnelManagement)

Chief
Top General

Section Subsection
Rank

Total Total
Management Manager/ Manager file

Exec.
meetmg Director

Chief Chief
level

(%) Number

(I) Realdecisionmakerfor￥30 ， 000 budgetspending

Cities

small 21.l 47.4 21.6 100.0 19

medium 2.2 12.0 46.7 39.1 100.0 92

large 2.6 38.5 53.8 2.6 2.6 ーハリ ハリ ハリ 39

Companies

small 36.6 14.6 39.0 7.3 2.4 100.0 41

medium 25.8 19.4 35.5 12.9 6.5 ーハり ハリ ハり 31

large 17.8 11.8 44.1 26.5 100.0 34

(2) Realdecisionmakerfor ￥1 ，000 ，000 budgetspending

Cities

small 50.0 33.3 16.7 100.0 18

medium 50.6 3.6 13.3 27.7 4.8 100.0 83

large 33.3 9.1 15.2 33.3 9.1 100.0 33

Companies

small 62.5 15.0 12.5 7.5 2.5 100.0 40

medium 45.2 38.7 9.7 6.5 100.0 31

large 38.2 23.5 29.4 5.9 2.9 ーハリ ハリ ハげ 34

(3) Realde 仁ision-maker forpromotionofrank& fileemployeetosubsectionchief

Cities

small ハリ Aリ 。U 100.0 15

medium 91.9 4.7 2.3 1.2 100.0 86

large 92.7 2.4 4.9 100.0 41

Companies

small 52.5 20.0 5.0 20.0 2.5 100.0 40

medium 43.8 21.9 25.0 9.4 100.0 32

large 27.8 13.9 33.3 22.2 2.8 100.0 36

(4) Realdecision-makerforTransferofrank-&fileemployeestodi 仔crent job

Cities

small 78.9 5.3 5.3 10.5 100.0 19

medium 75.0 8.0 15.9 1.1 100β 88

large 70.7 14.6 14.6 100.0 41

Companies

small 24.4 19.5 9.8 41.5 4.9 ーハリ ハリ リハ 41

medium 29.0 9.7 19.4 35.5 6.5 ーリハハリ ハリ 31

lar 宮f 10.8 8.1 40.5 37.8 2.7 100.0 37

2) Standardization

Standardizationisoneofthemeasurestoindicatehowfarbureaucraticsvstemisatworkinan

organization. Itattemptstosetbymanualsstandardproceduresforactionstobetakeninregardto

specificmatters. Table13comparesthedifferenceinthegroundonwhichadecisionistakenonthe
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sameissuesaswehavealreadyseenconcerningconcentrationanddecentralizationofexecutiveauｭ

thority. ¥Vithregardtothematterofspendingonbudget , weseethatthestandardization , thatis ,

setsofexplicitwrittenrulesondecision-makingandauthorization , ismoredevelopedinlocalgov ・

ernmental bodies than amongprivatecorporations. This is natural because thosegovernmental

bodiesaresu 対ect topublicsurveilla 恥e andtheymusthaverelevantproceduresandrulesfixedin

documentssothatnoarbitraryactioncanbetaken. Obviously , privateenterprisesarehavemore

freedominthisregard.

Table13 Docum ぞntation ofAuthority

Authoritvis Authorityis
Not

establishedin exercisedbv
Applicahle

Total N

wntlll宮 custom

(I) Realdecisionmaker ゐr ￥300 、000 budgetspending

Cities

small 26.3 73.3 100.0 19

medium 44.7 4.3 51.1 ーハυハリ リハ 94

l礼rge 39.0 4.9 56.1 100.0 41

Companies

small 53.3 33.0 13.3 100.0 45

medium hげハー Jに 33.1 15.4 100.0 39

large 41.9 25.6 32.6 100.0 43

(2) Realdecisionmaker ゐr ￥1 ，000 、000 bud 宮et spendin 宮

Cities

small 26.3 73.7 100.0 19

m( 、dium 42.6 4.3 53.2 ーハリ リハハリ 94

la[¥ge 39.0 4.9 56.l 100.0 41

Companies

eδ m‘all 51.1 33.3 15.6 ーハリ ハリ ハV 45

medium 61.5 23.1 15.4 ハリ ハリ ハリ 39

lar 符f 41.9 23.3 34.9 100.0 43

(3) Rれ11 decisionmaker ゐr promotionofrank& fileemployeetosubse 仁tion chiι イ

Cities

small 52.6 21.1 26.3 100.0 19
med・・[ u n、a 44.7 28.7 26.6 ーハリ りハリハ 94

large 56.1 34.1 9.8 100.0 41

Companies

small 40.0 42.2 17.8 100.0 45

medium 48.7 28.2 23.1 100.0 39

large 37.2 27.9 34.9 100.0 43

(4) Realdecisionmakerfortransferofrank& file ぞmployec todiffcrentjob

Cities

small 42.1 42.1 15.8 ーリ00.0 19

medium 50.0 25.5 24.5 100.0 94

largc 58.5 31.7 9.8 100.0 41

しれ ompal1les

small 35.6 51.1 13.3 100.0 45

medium 43.6 30.8 25.6 100.0 39

large 34.9 32.6 32.6 100.0 43
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Astomanagementofpersonnel , degreeofstandardizationbywrittenrulesislessapparentin

localgovernmentorganizations , andwecannotseeanymarkeddifferencefromprivateenterprisesin

thisregard , althoughatlocalgovernmentsdocumentsseemtohavegreaterprecedenceingeneral.

Assuch , wecanstatethatoverall , bureaucraticsystemwithinlocalξovernment bodiestendsto

bepursuedprimarilythroughtheprocessofpersonnelmanagement , whereasinprivateenterprises , it

ismainlybymeansoffinancialcontrolthatthebureaucraticsystemfunctions. Inaddition , wemay

saythatstandardizationbymeansofwrittenrulesismoreimportantinlocalpublicbodieswherethe

personneldependmoreondocuments , andagain , thisisnaturalandnecessaryforpublicorganizaｭ

tionstopromoteequityandfairness.

IV PersonnelManagementSystem

Intheprecedentsection , wesawthatcontroloverpεrsonnel ismoresevereatlocalgovernment

incomparisonwithprivateenterprises. Inthisregard , Table14-Ishowshowassessmentofpersonｭ

nelisbeingmadeattheseorganization , whileTabl ぞ 1 4-2referstoavailabilityofassessmentstanｭ

dard. Thesetablestellusthatthesystemofpersonneladministrationismorerationalinprivateenｭ

terprises. Tobe sure , organizationally speaking , thereexistsaverystronginterestinpersonnel

administrationinthesensethatlocalgovernmentstendtoemphasizediscipline , whileprivateenterｭ

prisesaremoreinterestedinwhattheemployeescanaccomplish. ¥Vhattheyareconcernedaboutis

theperformanceasanoutput , andtoevaluatewhathasbeenachieved , ratherthantokeepaneyeon

behavorialdisciplineoftheemployees.

Table14-1 ExistenceofPersonnelAppraisal (onsubsection
chic ・、 れり

Yes No Total N

Cities small 57.9 42.1 100.0 19

medium 67.0 33.0 100.0 94

l 礼V且 F円 ( ιリりのリJ 31.7 100.0 41

Companies small 86.7 13.3 100.0 45

medium 92.3 7.7 (ハリ 39

l辻rge 90.7 9.3 100.0 43

Table14-2 BasisofPersonndAppraisal(subsectionchiefs)

ByManual ByCustom Nothingspecial Total N

Cities small 36.4 18.2 45.5 O(‘，、[) ハリ Ii
medium 44.4 14.3 41.3 100.0 63

large 60.7 17.9 21.4 100.0 28

Companies small 71.8 15.4 12.8 100.0 39

medium 80.6 16.7 2.8 100.0 36

large 94.9 2.6 2.6 100.0 :うぞ}

¥Vemaysay , inasomewhatdifferentway , thatwhatisimportanttolocalξovernmental organｭ

izationistheprocessratherthanappraisalofresults , whereastoprivateenterprises ， れ'aluation ofper-
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formanceresultismoreimportant. Also , becausethepurposeoflocalgovernmentistoprovideserｭ

viceto citizens , anditisnotpracticaltoevaluatesuchservicesonthebasisofwhattheyhave

achievedintermsofquantityorend results , suchorganizationstendtoattachmoreimportanceto

disciplinarycontrol. Thedifferenceinthepersonneladministrationapproachreflectsquiteexplicity

theculturalgapbetweenlocalgovernmentsandprivateenterprises.

Table15showskeypointsofappraisalofpersonnel. Ourquestionnaireaskedwhichof:

(a) Persuation- skillincommunicationandcoordination

(b) Creativity-capabilitytoproducenewideasandplan

isconsideredtobemoreimportantinevaluatingrank-and- fiIe, subsectionchiefandsectionchief , reｭ

spectively. Incaseoflocalgovernmentalorganization , creativityisthemostimportantfactorin

appraisalofordinaryemployeesandsubsectionchiefsalthoughnotso-muchinthelatter'scase.

Table-15 KeyPointsinPぞrsonnd Appraisal

Rank& File Subsectionchief Sectionchi ぞf

Persuation Creativeness Persuation Creativeness Persuation Creativeness
Coordination Planning Coordination Plannin 宮 Coordination Plannin 符

Cities
small 100.0 71.4 28.6 100.0
medium 2.5 97.5 12.5 87.5 83.8 16.2
large 9.1 90.9 26.1 73.9 82.4 17.6

Companies
small 21.6 78.4 37.8 62.2 64.1 35.9
medium 20.0 80.0 40.6 59.4 51.5 42.4
large 17.9 71.4 31.0 62.1 76.7 16.7

Incontrast , sectionchiefsinlocalgovernmentareevaluatedmoreonthebasisoftheirskillin

communicationand cordination. Thisdivision ofskill canalsobe seen in private enterprises ,

althoughitismuchmoreconspicuouswithlocalgovernmental0明an i za tion .

Thesefindingsareconsistentwiththeresultsalreadyseen. Inlocalgovernmentalorganizaｭ

tions , decisionmakinξprocess isdelegatedfartherdownmanagementhierarchywhere , inaddition ,

authorityismuchmoredecentralizedcomparedtoprivateenterprises. Infact , draftingofaplanis

oftendonebyrank-and-fiIeemployee , andadecisiontheorganizationistotakebecomesclearduring

theprocessinwhichtheproposalmovesupontheladderofhierarchy. Forthisreason , wecansay

thatthe“ ringi" system(theprocessofarrivingatamanagementconsensus)isquiteeffect れでin local

governmentalorganizations , whileinprovateenterprises , itisthemiddlemanagementsuchassection

chiefsanddepartmentmanagerswhoareresponsibleforplanning.

Ontheotherhand , inlocalgovernmentalorganization , groupidentitybecomesstrongerinlowｭ

erlevelsbecauseth 町， tendtobeboundbyclearlydifinedinterests. Asadecisiontakenatalow

levelisconveyedtohigherlevelsoforξanization ， therearisesinevitablyseriousconflictofinterests

withothergroupsintheorganization , andthismeansthatatthesehigherlevels , adjustmentandharｭ

monizationofdifferentgroupinterestsbecomequiteimportant , especiallybecauseorganizationalspan

ofadepartmentorasectionisusuallywiderinpublicorganizationsandthisaddsfurthercomplica-
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tiontotheconflicts. Inthesecases , highermanagementmustbeskillfulinnegotiationandcoordinaｭ

tIOn.

Inshort , localgovernmentalorganizationisstructuredinsuchawaythatdecentralizationof

authorityoccursonitsown , andthismakesitessentialformanagementtodevotemuchefforttocoor 司

dinateandharmonizedifferentinterestswithintheorganization.

V Conclusion

Thus , incomparisontoprivateenterprises , organizationalstructureandmanagementsystemof

localεovernment showthefollowinξcharacteristics

(I) Organizationalspanismuch larger , sothatindividualunitssuchasdepartmentandsection

tendtobelarξe aswell. Structurally , theorganizationismoreflatcomparedtoprivateenter-

pnses.

(2) Authorityismoredelegated , movinξthぞmain bodyofdecisionmakingtolowerunitsofadminｭ

istrativehierarchy ラwho tendtoenjoygreaterautonomyofaction. Astheresult , competition

amongdifferentorganizationalunitsaremoreintense.

(3) Yet , theselowerorganizationalunitsdonothaveadequatestaffresourcesandforthisreason ,

theyareoftenunabletocoordinatedifferenceofinterestswithotherunits. Asthe result ,

decision-makingprocessendsupbymovingupward ラreq Ulrmg thechiefexecutivetomakethe

finaldecision.

(4) Becauseofthis , topmana 符ement functionstendstogrowinscaleandthisoftentoanexcessive

degree. Generalstaffinconsequencealsoincreaseinmanycases.

(5) Developmentofbureaucracyinlocalξovernmental organizationtakesplaceintheformofperｭ

sonneladministrationbyw叫. ofcontroloverjobtransfer. Incontrast , controlonfinancialand

10εistic mattersaslessstrong. れアritten rulesandroutineproceduresapplyevでn tosmalldetails

ofaction. Thereisamarkeddifferenα0 ・om mana 貯ment styleofaverageprivateenterprisesin

whichbureaucraticsvstemismaintainedbvmeansofcontroloverfinanceandmaterial ラand this

isinsupportofourreviewintheprecedin 巳section.

Fromtheabove ぅwe canseethatcitiesas 巳overnmental organizationarebureaucraticinnature

butnotquiteentirely. Forthisreason ぅclassical modelofbureaucra 仁y sometimesfailstoexplain

actualpatternofor 伊nization anditsbehav ァio r. Inthissense , localgovernmentisnotabureaucratic

orgamzatIOnm astrIctsense

ThisarticleisatranslationofChapter3of “GyoseiServicenoSoshikitoKanri" (Organization

andManagementofPublicServiceinJapan) , BokutakushaLtd. うEd. ， 1990, asmodifiedbytheauｭ

thor.




