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(1) Top Management®| izt AMEHS 15/
Top Management 7} &hod of& BHEE Bt shve RFEHAY ABARS BRRo
2 FERd ok ek P o olel Fpi(Relative, Nepot.)& RE&REA BH stoz2A olvigt &S
A A He olel WAl olwdq HEL FERAE LA vkl BE@ESE MBS &

D BH—-XEE b7y 2 REHE HAREHSHE 1965 pp. 23~24.
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T

Board of directors

/\

}7 Top managemant Q) Hafing
" (2) rpERssE
(3) TR

W m %X

Middle management

Supervisors
(Lower management)

|
[
|
|

: workers . . .
P } v First Line super visors

D

RS (el et sl REFEE TR R FRCEIE A maeke] el
wRgelet Wil = RSB N PRHCEEAA W Bk
AZIAE §i#E EE BHE Fok BBES wET THGERE b KB BRS
THste2A ofmdt fEfle]l dolvterbes Bad v
3 mEEe &
fREE R ool odrbu FER FENS dEstdl dalAdx elwl LA
Schumpeter | {EHBEES = RA 4 oo o2 {GBBRE o) 2rl7tx BnFAKes 1 &

1) Paul Pigars and [Iharles ; Myers Personnel Administration, 4th edition. McGraw-Hill Book
Company p. 109.

D R B MR BN B0 s SEOBSLHE HARLENAS 1965 - pp.108~109.
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S sk 9leh, B H. Fayole o fR#lipBiGel v W.H. Newman ¢| &H¥E &),
H. Koontz 8} C.O.Domel &] R4 E B, Barnard ] 4% ZHEE %o A MEs Jelvdx
ek BEl T REB ARG EEeln 24 dE EES P. F. Drucker V i E.
Gutenberg & &3 1L &L vk #USREe almflal =e oot fkpbiimEs H.
Fayole o]l %2 oAl 1= HMUEAsIZ glch D o9l 7ol 1 HgkFol This] EHET KEH
o BERS BHE= Nepotisme] ot Pi4tE: 2 &7t 2vts & 4 g4z o8¢ 3
vetell SERUE (FHES —BBo R GRMH doll fRsolol @ MM & S 2
1A+
@ B (Nepot) ] #la]

Nepotism o] e} 32 Mk +£#H W& BEEHES Fkdch, 222 Mgmea BEA ohd
MmEAQ RS RECR ol S¥FEREA sl kgl Rtk B WAt e AR
oletert oz R HHste F dAlvh shal=l olel ol 3 PiRE AZ1AE Hst 512
o, = M et A o HEE LRY AERS 28 Heors & 4 g
qAAE o BEES A7 B (close relative)o [R3l72 tzlch  [Eipol Nepotism &
Family Business ¢} WA ¢ Ffie 7P dou F—atAel ohdd wal Fel.

I. Nepotism 2| Fhhk

BEERLEA glol A Nepotism & fiffivc $-2ivel 2al ohvel & dejuelildx A4
3 RMige EEES T goh. ook p@ LRl Gl AL EA G Ak BAES i@l
Ax d=FoliAv Bigs = MgEele J 4, AN AE % A8 Nepotism &
w72 s

O xE A

FERY fugel 2ol A Nepotism HEM A Al A= el Foll 4 ZEEA e B The
wall street journal, fortune, sales management ol 4] & #Hk s 9gleh.? 2 rtholA =
HHsHA] #ERD AL BIF 19644 Kol Harvard k8ol 4 X 2iplkel]l 44 BERE
Aol ATt ¥ ol AL (E D9k ol BETHS HHO 2 8,000 EAL Bl 8 page
v oS HEE BRsdeh. @3 Besa #E" Aol 2,753 24 34%Y [mighe
7HR el RS B BRE BERC Sl gE lhdie] LMEEHS 57% Y Ao
ok ollAE EE LEFEC] 25T Hrrnvhs £ ¢S A o] 2|8 421 o] Nepotism
& WEta g g wob ¥Rl Al = Nepotism o] {4840 LRl = ool =3t ML
A 2Ae MEYE Jell F2 gk

1) @ Elich Gutenberg: Einfiihrung in die Betrieb-Wirtschaftlehre, #hX{S{853E, 7 — 5 v S 7,
SRR AP . TAHE W34 4 pp.25~26.
® P.F.Drucker: The prectice of Management, Modern Asian Edition Harper Tutter Company
Second Printing, 1963. p. 3.
2) O The Coparate Director: October 1963.
@ Sales Management: October 3. 1958. p. 33.

% ® Harvard Business Review: Jan.~Feb. 1965. p. 23.

3) Harvard Business Review  Associate Editor o]=] The managerial mind ¥4l David W.
Ewing & dii,o 2 #HRE #AEE 989 EHislgch, = 57} Harvard Business Review
Jan.~Feb. 1965, pp. 22~40 2 pp. 156~160¢ll ¥ = o c}.

) %N A Nepotism & % LMY doht = A/ tE LREBIF) HIT] o Fo] &
BAAT Fur 4R Eo
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&E 2D COMPANY SIZE BY NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES

1— 49 12%

50— 99 6

100— 249 9

250— 499 8

500— 999 19

1, 000— 4,999 18
5,000— 9, 999
10, 000—20, 000

Over20, 000 22

INDUSTRY

Manufacturing consumer goods 17%

o
y—

Manufacturing industrial goods
Advertising, media, publishing
Banking, investing, insurance
Construction, mining, oil
Defense or space industry
Education, social services
Government

Management consulting
Personal consumer services
Retail or wholesale trade
Transportation, public utilities

Other
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HoR HRKELE BEDA A TEREFRE A2 253l BHikd JdodA= g ¥
g40) A Nepotism & Hxstm olm = olol o1& s wot” 2 —fFl2A Krupp steal empire
o] 4% Top Management Hffell 9ol Hp S #MASHE Nepotismo] o# #ifg 7t
I v

3 [ K

HA o4 Family Business 2 t1 80| Nepotism & st & ¥tdrt BEdct BUE
fijell James C. Abeglin 3} Hiroshi Mannari 7} 84 3Eigtale] &l K%M HE &
BEY T 4Ll kel A RN A st dokn AP ol EMel oA ol

1) H.B.R: Is Nepotism so bad, Jan.~Feb. 1965. p. 34,
2) Leader of Modern Japan: Social Origins and Mobility-—Economic Development and Cultural
Change, October 1960. (Part ID
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L AE st sl 20% LUFAE SRl : Mol w1 3] o) 149 Nepotism FEC
RO-E 578 44 dAH.®
(4) Hfh Asia M

Stanford University 2| Donald R. Liggett & v] &3} .3’175‘_[@0] Ford il4|#0¢] #£8)5 Qo] B
MIEEHIE 238 A3 prhidE BEE BHET MHET N 4 Nepotism & wiffiminiill 2R
el o) Ko 2 fgfFst o},

(5) Wk [

-2l vietol 4 Nepotism & ZEUR -2 OW%%P?P‘: e L7t Ads dold o
;A 1964~19655 [Hlell FMizd TMEHCHEFEMAYEEE A MEeES WARERY A
Rt A e AEE B fEBEE R0l M KEERM REAES PR
staoich et BEAM FAERl HFT et 2 v oA feivel 2Mdl 2X AT
B89 Data & glvh oldl R KIPE hlo2 BEithhbiigel 63(HA%M (F3BR)E
o 2 fy 29M19645 2A~1965F 12706 A4 #HHEBIENcH 1 FHEE 24 82%
v} iR# 8ol Nepotism - Hrsbar ol o]duell 4 H{#5Al Nepotism o] {38l gl figes
7} 61% 4 5 glek ol 71l vk Nepotism ol ol 5 A% BILS =90 Meem b e
MiEe Aba ol F¥ERECE weh AlAlol Bl Eihigt VEGeEMANE 2 f£EEES
Nepotism of] k&t g9leh o] 23t Hio R w|Fof Hof f2luetr ohE ol Uzle £z
WA THEE S 1ol HREl e A2 ¢ & Ak

ARTE HERE WEtdod AR R ik Rl 2 e & %8 Top
Management &} [fii-2 FHIAG e R 3 o} Top Management 7b e A TR
T oHEgk R = el ohd#elx: WA ok EHMel e EEREEY B LEUMH,
B BAsAI R ThEs, BUIRERoZ Ha A ‘tti B, oho & BB 9 ¥
£, e BURS) AZHTE 0, BUREEC A% B %S EEANRme R abgth

&3
[EEEE T i % pm
54,00 E——1004LF 28 |
10044 1 — 2004, L0 F 19 o .

|k, SR Y, WeBME, (LE
3004 B L5004 LA F U HEMRG. (L3N

5004511 1 5 ‘ th, B

= 1 62 |

M. THIZEIE] BRIR W2

Ml el S8 FEQEA PRl ok geba ket ert sbd osie] 42ES) oF gt w 5
= kel &g Atk EEI MAT 6200 REME Low o] WHE AL Wy
oh&3 7
(D) FXS FRiBE
BES BRTE Aol HHlech: B8 2 &)

1) H.B.R: Is Nepotism so bad, Jan.~Feb. 1965.
2) Donald R. Liggett: Small Industry Development Organization, 1959, p. 71.




R Pl alol A o) ol el el AEL B 151
QF TR
BRE 7T LuE 43S A94 BEHCE B 5HE v od & MEE E
T e D@ TEEANE AT TS B &% S olrla gich FlAE HB.
R. (Harvard Business Review) H#&e] ¢lelml 37% o] 2 iEfsto ox Bkel Lok
e BN e EMA AL ol F A HAMieR Fu dv?
(-0 B BEME Bhalst JBIES #aUt

A7 A G ESbE ER R e R Biele A% kEeh ew ¥Rl
T Bl RHIR B4 2n ko= e i)f,t»ﬁft} A ﬁow KUk
A AE MATEel A oleigt BlGo] wikshAl viebuba glekh ol & {iEel R Enb
ohlzt ;ﬁh.@ou A A E HiEee i o) PEEE  Selvel Bk of la} o oot
AR Hd HHE Fu EEG Mg T sl 2 flzA e £ 5 9A

t}, New York 9] 3t Consultant Firm ol 4 = EE\A  stal 5ot e ¢ Middle Manage-
ment 3 L4 Cupper Management o) F4E[#aE 75, 000~100,000 =2 ;fivsta 4l
\;1_' 2)

(sigel Bale MAINE R 19 Lrzes JvdebdAl gAakr, SE{URZEA A
s = b 2 pell molx 9 H4:8] vkl jeban Judith Dolgins 71 fefgarel A%
ol LR & LML He] RO B bsMbl s8N el A HES WA Bl
B A TEEgud s %i Aolvh  oli= 2EWI e BT T AL el AWME
] @%w A KHER ide Selwel: Ul ol el 2 R3Eel Hild vl R
T e RS Rl M-S R e Ritsl R A Lt = e oS ada & 49l
At ¥5° ijL% Wab ohel el A whak AbA el G bl A
BT MAWES Sk Eehar Al ARER Mt Bk EGS A Bl drel
ke im%oﬂ IO R el o S Bninel ES wA A Aotk o] shztel
Blkel obyl {LERS ACFE A JelA BEa gom wel el T2 fodEs
= BB ok 28y BES -U BES e Y WS KRm FIERE 5e
Holat BTl EBHO S Halot EE Mool At o8BS who ¥l A g
shgle}, #nk obyel Robert G. Donnelley H1tell 4 & #ai8s o = H.B.R F§ddl /H_: 250
B DT paZd AR b o] o] & EIHEa 9}

(o) B 8\

BRE HICol et g & ook ol#he E el AL ol ¥ 4 glen oW R
e AEANAE olwks RES S vlebyel ) Nepotism & Htshar ol (o3sse] 70%
DAkol ol#hs igaMsla ol Aoleh, ol o o) ML e HSEL ¥t ME=
AR WAL R HEAY ANES RS MiT F et Be o2 LR A
B AeE Ak Selvbele f5RE Bgelsl & 4 Qe e RSEEEE S
S Crule of thumb)& Juelm sl (A gssdl 4 o] 2 % RERS odvh

1) David W. Ewing H.B.R. Is Nepotism so bad: Jan.~Feb. 1965. p. 39.

2) Robert G. Donnelley. H.B.R. The Family Business: July~August 1964, p. 99.

3) Judith Dolgins. A Good Man is Hard to Keep: Dun’s Review and Modern Industry. May
1963.

4) The Family Business: Ibid, pp. 9~100.

5 Is Nepotism so bad: Ibid, p. 36.
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(=) st #HERK

B R Balohlel ¥istaEel HIfHA ol 27 7hA AL EE (2 Bl g
BERS 7EA 3 olch BBl oby —iAES ofdd s M ks d g = AR
B AR =) Keld BRS 34 fRovh Kt el s 48 FEERIGR A
I BERS 2o MEY BABQ Mg Ratad goh Kmentot B ETe] ekt
= Bhak —Ik HOEsk gl Aelch

(m) Hi—that ERER:

R B—% BES ‘r‘s‘;“%ﬁ_i 7] ol S HHS {2 ARTEEE ] B shet
Wbl B o) #sta Communication o] A5 o] MRS HAksl ZR—FE &
Al 1ig 4 vk, MERMES B Mg NS MEA St KR A KT =
WIS QA - slol #RMel T e 8 &5 ok Setabd Mikkpd &
WO f] A HERS s -5 W £ JdE 7,3014 ﬁ_b%-’»ﬂr T B Tl
Ae B I S B8 dd A B REge 4 EA vk R M
oA BRE BRI BHREA ol BS 4is HiMste /\%%“%E‘WP M8l wEoket. EiEN:
< H.B.R. #fel A 49% vt FtHs gleb, P

() &3 #H BE

EfRESY BERTEAN 23dtd ol & #EsA 3ty BES %}%d% gl glol A
o kE EEsteh 2w BE-S LEENS 2ER B Bk BiEgel Al it
Mt = PEE AE 7 J& B ozl LBER 94 & .}ﬁffs‘é%’i | gte} =® & gl
ol LB 7t BRUSFE S o oaFIEe] 2k HEHeR w2 MTREZE
ol FHAA SR 25 B WAL BIES FHskA %ild 84271 2 Dilema
of WA= F7F Be Aoltk FHAA Sl #HL Eactd 2AL Rer HEEE A
3 bﬁ%ﬂdﬁ E o de Aotk 2 B ol Bhell ik glol S FES s
AT FEE "ol En A wd 5 vk, ol FEe Mo A ol BhS MaEte (XM
S

(A WS

BRE BT A B HEEES T BEsteh. 2o o) B =g HELE =botu)
T HE AR gt dod g A KEHY REBEE ShE o nlFAE St A7 A HE
Fhebg B2 ot ERESEd = B B AR BN md AS os
FAA A Qb TEkAE REAR deol vk MR Jldl A MR BES B HEY
T = Aol 48] HERY IF, T, 88 & RS HRA LR ZX% Rog
293 ek ok vhE AEEAN AR A% 4 e Mol

(2) ¥ imigEt

B2 BRsteE oW g Bho] J¥riale KEY HEEEe wolz ek

N AMEAS RA

EHES AL BEY S Y 4 doe BEs Qe KA AR AHE 4H
Kkehxl % e E Hfael gl

obt-2] ol 2o divivlE 1 Wil RE= 3l Aot

) g WHEEBSY HMMLE £0FY e HMSsEe BEds dE bl o

1 Tbid. p. 39,

.41
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ol AT KBS kUL § e ol Lal Aoleh, Lad] el oh st
A 2 el BEel v Kol Gl HE BMolelm A BES ol i) ol i
o WA A HiFSA hebytch. Rlel Bl oby AfgEh AME IME BmeD  fh=
B A B EEE RYc stEtE o] & wolSolx ¥a Bl B RS
A gate] & Kk g,

Bl ohvzl HE-E HT TS BAEMRS HiES 904 Higdt AMEHA Boez e
2 uba glc),

ol o] EHEF Hl=A STEmphE & 4+ A

Hp o] IES fiak NBUE ¥l A Bl Ko¥oez BER sl HEL f¥ielxwt
85 2R A BEEs gvh, A BN BRI el BESe KEisy £
FRERES  F gl& Bl ohvzl olE A4l HEE HifA BHE @7)“‘1 $17
w ol vl AMEAS BRAL Nepotism & 2 jfge s #Mdm gy AL dwk $2iv=t
b byl Aol Y

(W) FEAMAR

A7 A FRMAMe = e S EkE .

ol= P.F. Drucker 7} ##@75#1el A A% ¢& wel Aolch Nepotism & Fk
A A TRAKE BEA ste Aoleh o2 Kl el TS 2o f¥ilsl won
2 £ AHMo s FRSY e Kielel ¥ o REHBES B%RE & dd. 2
B o2 o] Asiostert EEo sHerte REAREST B2 7’“&’%0}1‘7} Eahrt
ol &e oleba & 4 gl

a8 o] MESS HEEHE Wl BHEL G %ol Ao ol Ak kel Ha K
o FA0A st AL BEolet EHolch? adlng Hfold BHEE Hpow 5
£ AR Huiel H7 wiidl BFed weld B RSEB T €« AW e
2 HHe s s R %2 Aot ¥ = JNmstE whel zrol AMMEL 2A U A
Formal Organization 3} Informal Organization © & &5 Zlck. 231w Nepotism & o)
HE RS A7 o HETEE Hu JvobriA e FRMES BEA ste Aolxl,
n+g}2}w  Nepotism -2 Formal Organization ¢| v+ Informal Organizatiorn FifcE A~ E #6
< WA st Aeldh

(7]—) Formal Organization 2| /48

| B A%l il Al on] Reathlisberger 7} @353t ub gl ol HlEE kol vebwd

fkel At 2elm® e Bl Jebd G4y, HERY EEMMHE Fomal Organization o
HEHE [AHaEkl Rkt dok oleldr BHERS S8 #HiSEE Bisi s A
T BB ES ffalsl Bl A Erls WA B S

2w ZEBJob)el = frall ok & £ 49 WpE(Function)st {£#7} 3o #ABHiEEEL
ol & &frsl oF & #¥(Obligation) 2} #{E:(Responsibility)e] 9lom @ifel L& BiT8
el SRR BEHS A FE He%E Hete B%REA 19 AR fixmd B

1) Ibid. p. 160.

2) SEMUMCGHRIBRERD | REBER S0k KEWKR, pp193~19%4. B

3) Moonly J.D. & The Principle of Organization of] 4/ Barnard ¢ Q&% MY HIGHREE A,
Simon &} BEAHEHR SAA & + Aot

O ERAE D RERE, SATESERRNGEE, BARBBeT 1965 3AK% BM.

e
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£% # HFI(Righ)sl #R(Authority) £ 7413 oeh?

aB e ofw Ml L BEES FMEl B dAAL & EEHUI MRS KRl
RSt 1S o] Folok Rebt Aol Mke MAKMA AL THT U deh ol F
W R OIS ERE] 98AE £ BB ES 2 B BT ¢ B 2
FHS NAoR st BIE 201 1 F{Fel Bt MRl &S ol Fx = Bfs 3t
Agon Rk ? o MRS HES LEER Yol BOwA 2 Aelw = EfhEz 2ot
Ae EREA sk Aeleh, ] Nepotism & ol 2l gt SfEsh HEMBARE A= & TH
G o) S shol A A KR FEMRS BHA S ol EEd B8E A
oAl Avh, AT 2 Al MIEA MIZitet DRSS So BRI

a) M T it

M Tit> o) #lfEs &t 2ot

| % &
it lﬁ
s
T I T -
J:f%&‘ HFRA
o *'T” T -
AR &

friiEed Cilk

AR —
RS —

R Y P A R
B OBE B BE O OBE O BE BE BE B
E B B B B B k £ K

o) T¥gte ETEBIES BME 29 BhibRE kS Kol AMES LR £%el
of, ElRbE-S BiFol v ke wiFol 1 BRECl WLE/F Fe o EHQ R d4 BEHs
7b FH ek, ol Aol EWHIT ko] slel EAET o iHES w2 BEEE 2ot Wch

o] HIFY jifel TSI AA T AffL EkE XSk 5 EEEED EEH doAe
it EiitEe EAEes e Lk e ZRASN U HES stz = frE sl =4l
th. THREAA Al del A REHEHS HES fFre ik £ ABRS EHR
A % PEREsE BB ERE A4 o Aelnt oleldtd FA L EltRs ABEL £1H
b Bt 2w g B OEMbew 2 RRidl Eifshe HHRS HEE 24 Rele
[Robert) 5% FE#/@el =slek. Kol @lib&st AWES Hiad 23 A=t dx gx
HEEW 2 EHY RS TaA st Babehel HESS Mlste iR el
gtell EFARWEAA = gk

olelshe] I WAEHM T ddA: h A—the gelwel HEH ES BN} #{T
o] FolAA = sl ol Wil Bil= e Mk wigtkst BIke #ERde =

D EE BEON ESHEEE, AfiEE T MM po 140,

2) EiRE p 785
3) S 4804, B BB Bl B4




WG RR A el ol welFel B WRE 155

¥R EESOE shalshdeh Bakol el ohE wHAlAr FIRRY iR HERsE KTl

THE FEEH 2 Ehslol 2.9 B bRl stk 3 FEH7hA AfEslol  fEgTel
Ha 84 o slmAl Heiwl Aojvh. welAw P.F. Drucker 7} {Ei&52 g  FEEHH
glol FEMBS Aeblz o' Aolvh Hlol il HATER EHs - AEY EPS
B (4 (Activity Analysis)iigel A = & %ﬁ"’\ A e R s o BEE
TEEE RESHT (Decision Analysis)iffell 4 vk 2] 3 flligell bel FBMIHS MG 2 B
BRI ARG s HARRE 2= &7V (Relation Analysis) HiVel| 4 &
Az RS Alotll i gl Aol

olel by AjitE FATERCE 18 MMAES e Rdta FHED BHER fiams
vl et oful ¥ gl v '

RS BRI FRol STHsl A K o of
el glom ffgie] AT 2o W WG
| ez ARl o2} dv Mge 4Ex
Wi gl Aol

Hi P.F. Drucker 7} #EfEst 441 @43 AW #ES Bl” & A8 EAES &R
7t HE Aeolvh

b) DEEERE

D 8kt o) MRllE s o353k 2eh

o] Biidrilel EERAN BME v KR RS LAeldh 19 BEoIW B
o2 Hol aRES AFAd 4+ g Hvh LR EE AEBEMAIA EBRTS St
Aiikell = 2@ Aol s EE S 2T P

27 d el MBRE 2 FHAR BREA AT AMEMA §E 18 BRE X
BRFET AET AME Katdo 28d ZEAL HO/F WREE e BRER BEE
FlAste mARY BB & HRE std o5 MR EEE @A AC

boRvhe Bl wl 3ol B, o] EW™ Higel g
T AME Kelok debe Hgel HiHz 23
E Mgl stel B e TREHSE ot

i #
it %
E N
"
i F -
R HERR
T T
BEE  RBRE  TINERE Tk

1) P.F. Drucker: The Practice of Management, (Asian Edition) 1965, pp.193~201.
2) BH—-KEE L L7y h—REERE, DARERGERE 1965 pp.22~25. B,
3) fEHEA 13004, B EAp. B 324
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o MRS WAAAH 2 5% Bk o SIMEBR E2 Aol el i
TiAike) FAAEY (58-S R A w}fﬁs}ﬂi‘i //iol‘:]'.

e ZREAY AR BB EHE BB 20T o A ST o Rsies &
RS BA EEArh o] HES MER RS AEHE FEASL 5 =+
Dilera off whgwl 2 o]},

vk phfe MRECE ABES TEesl K MRS BES o % AEse HRA
BET BAEAES ddst A Dilemaol 4 wA & 4 ogich. jitEe Fifo= o
L BT A Bile Hgdod MU vhasbA B #UE - INARQ TAEMK-
Mg BAEH

of iobell 2 S T8 v £3te] W Adefio ]‘1 BN gl sHY ool mhest
TR W -MREERS ol Mk L MEAZ 4 3l Dilema o) ‘*‘FZ% ﬁ%ﬂlﬁ%& 19l
%47 BELE Aohda 9l &8 B 4 ol
(}) Informal Organization ¢ i

MRS Aol A8l A= JRAE olv] Reathlisberger 7} ‘aiggakel o %ol ALGKARY
Abelell FEfESHE HEY) AR H ARG BlHie] = formal Organization ol o8] #2755 o]
A EAG E R REHA] KREle] ol Aok Mayo Reathlisberger ol &8 $78 2l
Hawtharn TJ50] #EgLI4K #0#=l Informal Organization o] 7% EBEY MR K Ty
g M S ol Bk ohviEl MTNAREGRN £ EGS ol B3 gl JBme] HEe
A}, ? "go}zl—fﬁ Formal Organization & $1L\°iﬂ LY AAREGRS Bl BR E(T
HERLe b RZA ER EREACIM ANMel el Falul Ihshel JEfCHUBMEG-S BhEral
Lol olei 419 /\lﬁfl.ﬁﬂa AEE S Rolrh,

OACHARAL ol Aol A -4 AN *"H’ig] OrTE WiPEE A ARRING M ARl R
ol el =h& A TrEhel HITLRHIR S A e RN E WiRgs) shal glch

F.A. Simon o] el Lol A A8 Ao] —7-4 Tréhs HX%W = SRRl NSkl Af
ol FEWEE fraflek mlebi s 2o Egel WS sbA W8 - flelel, = CL
Barnard ¢] §ife) EE Mol fiel Bk = ol A (Ehsbe BPIS i oo
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B & 5 %
(EH—1 qr-—-&EE (First Level Factors) CKEGETH
Good(%) | | Bad(%
T B A
Total ‘ Short Long \ ‘ Lon g Short Total
g s7.1) 18.1] & & (Recognition) Rt 8‘ 1.5 9.1
128 14.3] 9.1l B 8 & X (Achievement) ‘ I 10.8 7.3
3.2 9.5 % B T g ¥ (Possibility of Growth) ‘ |
3.2 9.1 # ¢ (Advancement) l :
6.4 4.8 9.1 & 4 (Payment) \ - 10.8 7.3
3.2 4.8 %5 1 ¢ B & (nterpersonal Relation) |23, 6 10.8 14.6
9.7 4.8 18.2 % & & 9 ¥ it (Supervision Technical) ‘ 47.20 35.1 38.2
6. 4 18.2| & {E (Responsibelity) 2.7 1.8
3.2 9.5 kB R g (opmpany Policy and 17.7, 5.4 9.1
£ % & {F (Working Condition) 59 10.8 9.1
3.2 4.8 i % 1 4§ (The Work Itself) | 5.4 3.6
3.2 9.1 ¥4 A 15 (Factor in Personal) 59 5.4 5.5
% 7. (Statue)
3.2 9.1 8 % & & (Job Security) 5.9 ‘ 1.8
/"qifﬁiﬁ}fﬂzﬁﬂg (Fairness or Unfairness) 59 2.7 3.6
F A & & z} ul (Pride or Shame) ‘
102.5 109.6] 100 123 9 113. 4 111.0
% %
| o
27.9 |# # % 47 (Performance Effects) ! 30.2
8.0 | & L # 4t (Turnover Effects) 26.7
11.6 | & W # B (Mental‘Health Effects) 23.2
18.2 | A M B % (Interpersonal Effects) 22.0
22.0 | 1B 7 (Attitudinal Effects) 20. 8
4.6 1 H fis (Miscellaneous Effects) 3.5
i T8l ol vt
A o] Eﬁﬁ?% EL 50 2 WiJEskE [Motivation Research | i3} [Socio-Gram % Socio-
Metry | -9 HHIstS FEI % BE »el 538 & 4+ 9k, [Motivation Research el

R ERES Kﬂiéﬁiil%ﬂ} Do THs & 4 dAch? H o8 & Hol deh o)
sk gl BefrHe) FhEelwk WA WAL BRE EEEEZ GRS Jehds
BIE, RS AP S (9%l KBUETHE 38%24 Asloln DEITHE £49)

D OEERGEERD BELERLS doA (FEEHE (Job Moltivation)dl it Fse 1 AEFAL
KEBET 1964, 12. pp. 57~74. :
@ Herzberg. Mausner. Snyderman. The Moltivation to Work, 1959. Jfjiel 28t ®higas
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g & o 0 =

E -3 %1% EIA (First Leved Factor) Doty
Good (%) | Bad (%)
T 77777\ T ‘ ;5\: 1 ] tki J - I
Total | Short | Long ‘ I Long S Short | Total
29. 27| 33. 33 20| @2 “ (Recognition) 25 9 1 13.33
9.1 16.67 H 1) % 1% (Achievement) 25 27.3 26.66
g ] fiE #E (Possibility of Growth)
=4 #£ (Advancement) 250 9.1 13.33
27.27 33.33 200 &5 4> (Payment) 9.1 6.66
#8119 BiR (Interpersonal Relation) 25 9.1 13.33
B A% 3% 9] o fiE (Supervision Technical) l AFCHD
27.27 60 & {E (Responsibility)
@it 4 %% (Company Policy and
Administration) !
18.2] 33.33 . e % & & (Working Condition) 25| 27.3 26.66
CfE ¥ B 8% (Work Ttself) E
B, 4 i (Factor in Personal) 9.1  6.66
1 & (Status) !
W # % & (Job Security) 25 6.6
NS AN (Fairness or Unfairness)
136 117%‘ 100 # (TOTAL) 150/ 120% 126 7%

Eg D 100% W& Bibe 146 1ol 4 ko] ‘a’;z&rom FEREN
@ e HMmel BET WSS /0 LB 2o HES e Bat o T 7e
A BB A o Fol et

[

Good (%) & 4 \ Bod (%)
34.2 B % & 17 (Performance Effects) 27. 5
10.4 i & L # (b (Turn over Effects) 22.8
7 ¥ o {8 FE (Mental health Effects) 3.8
10.4 | #t¥E A0 BAf%E (Interpersonal Relation Effects) 15.9
38 & EF (Attitudinal Effects) 20
0 H fi (Miscellaneous Effects) 0
100 il (Total) 100

B2 AR G FEOHE EA sla b, = Jiikel glel Al [Socio-Gram] Bk}
[Socio-Metry || £Vl Al A veld 455 E v b3k 2o,
[Tt FE3EEE S [Socio-Gram |
R MRS BEE O/ 818 Hilkeltk, {FEA MN Db o M3 OF Bk
FEskar 9leb Tetatw O & —f@e flar# (Isolate) o] o] = fR¥E£LMS] %= HE
) bl FEll L RS e ol KAk ARFEREAE T4 Edluh
J it H{EE4EE 2] Socio-Metrics

-

D HEREERES . v oo 2 b ) — OB L Fk 1961, o 93 Sk



t

i

160

001 00T 001 001 001 00T 00T 00T 001 001 - [eoL

s1ay5g
, : | ) . SMOJUEJ[3OSIA
o , ” | S X
| | , | 10915
W W : [euIpitIY
£'ee 'eee , ¥l 08 G '8¢ £'Le e 2 N A
, 510937 uoreay
) ) ' i Mmaofvauouﬁ
! , €8 '8 587 ! 16 W o= HER
W _ : : , : 1913
; , W | ! , | , el BIUA
i : ;om , eg €8¢ §£7€¢ G'8C €718 ¢Z8 W B o4l B
H ' |
W , m , , , , ! $10953q JeAouing
£'ee 08 891 A €ge €7l S¥1 €728 tgg A BwET K
, o S , ,ﬁ | s1933
: i , i i , JoUBULIO}Id ]
, €¢e €68 gee €%t 09 '8¢ €98 %58 O & @ W
| ; | , ,
—_— | ssou , | uon! uones;, : i uot | i “ m.ﬂouommv
swreyg | -aeun A Cop1 e ipuion SRV uyosy -1eRY | o RO ugw * wy
1o 1o LMIRG by [euos | {I0M Sut mnm LIIqis uors.  [euostad o JO AN[- 1oy, oI
apuig ssou-areg qof 5 :‘w -1aduf ML 4 om: A01Od soamomfima:m EQH - d ,MMMQ 1qissod " .LW%;MOH«M 7
e W b 3 o2 Y sooegg U z_#egsoo THE Hikle W WY BaeeVa g homE
=4 /\kﬁ L %ﬂ%% i% \S% w@ [ 25! uwm Wd | K ,b_w& A | i s1013H
R , S TTIE | B-ES/A W * M &
“Iadfa
([paaT 3sa1g Jo sioreg peg) BE R X T¥ —<F

I



Y el Wl el Soll w3 WA 161

PVR+MPV~NVR-MNV =S58V
2+1—-8—2=—6
B ik TEFJ’J Mol 48 SSS 71 mfe] ] 2 62 2 4 Socio-Metrics Jiikel] &84 wroiels
a f’P%% | fREFEE Bl 9t FHEAWS Wifs] JebdF32 o, Listel = Morale
EJulel 914} [Socio-gram| Hijf:ilsl [Socio-Metry 2] #if: (GE2D)eol #ed) 4] el

BT wm gt e,

Tt B fF¥$EMe) [T socio-gram |

o {EREEL BE Orh i

Survey Jjikell Sl AR Bk + Ma“lﬂ‘% obA Kyl M= % g, HBR. ¢ ¥
fiell 4 & 85% vt Nepotism & {ERAMIS) B #12% Aot Wsha gleh.® g
dl Nepotism -2 eb-5(& 5)oll vhebd whel 2ol AUATALES HEY MR 208 Kl
EAES e #5234 §l-& Bk obvlel JHIE REBLS Jihgst sraieel hiilel £ 2550
' AL HEE Ao o e Aok

o FRIRRe] JEZLAHES] BNICL HlfkS) MUMESE MM @ AOErS el £ sl v

s 1A 23 Leadership #8655 %obis RUHLGE KA st 571 we},

{42 5)

A B RS B

S
B 1 feel gl
M) MEmRES BN A e
el sty § R o) iy

SRS S G A
829 5 )
WEE (R AHDY
(=) Favorism
Nepotism & Jxat G¥482) SBRS 1105 B2t Aol BiS 5E2 sh= (58 15
of wh=] Al At

D EBEA A 54
2) Is Nepotism so bad : §ij#BZ p. 89.
3 MEESAHE™ L RREEY — ¥ - v FiR, W40 po 153,
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%“‘“011 glel A Top Management o] FEEPES] @EEM-S F2T A= A

Aol SR AR B (FAE Bt AR olul JiAS *ﬁﬁ"]"’}

:I_Eil«ﬂ Top Management 7} ZEHRIES Fell BE-E Gl el RET BE

St s fEAse o7t weh
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A ot BB BEWES fT3be 47t F-JEmeteh
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AAsha o pEEiEE glvh
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e F2E 92 FRe 2k £3 s Koz R Ao EEKHe R alfEsta gleh

(m) JRECEME B i

Nepotism & 2 [I87} W REFZE F5e) Ha] of Tukeh ) ol& 28 £EIF
R iR Hol v Aol Bab ohdnl, BA LS Bl sl Kiteh AE
o) 4y Bigo) HESA byl & RgEtm Nepotism & HEHEH-S - -FHA 78 & KR

o EAE Aokl gt
() BARERS B
g BAAY el =&5te] Nepotism o] 7EITS %2 =538 of#-F zlolch

arababd el A RrES 1S A st gl Aelvh

(~) Nepot ) BIR

0 F CHFERY Bl BRSO slulelE Bl obd -k MERAEY A A& [EEC
7] o ol HRAS b st BA8e) BAst o7 # Toll Leadership & Ei#sl7lol = o

+ Aol

V. = 2®
At Nepotiomol of & JECe i 01 H6R 620 £HIE Lo HRIY
ol glel #F3l LR Hobx EhE FREE sl
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RS BASE Aol RS bl 4 BIRE W94 + ekt WKE st sls
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HE BHEBRgo L GHEIMSl BEIE #F el FEBRIY MIrREsl Al fevE o
MRS Bi8s TEL #BHET Z825F 5o 9= Aol o Kated 2l el
Ae FEHARY F AR HES REES Mt FRE a2 RIS 589 e
weol Bl EMem AES lsterdel & NME Jebvdz 9 Aelvh. 287l ﬁfz‘%"i%ﬁ:i
#IFL ol F Cover dlr] ¢l A =tods) ™ % . ookehle Bhel A s e A RETE FEA
ST BES BRSE o e Aolrh  olested EFEA AL oj®@A Hm 42 Idea:‘L
PlEEE o R4S Mk A sheelel B gee 718wl Fshd S velel
Ax =94 &= fERY ARLa 88 Pibsti-vk sted s 712ela oe Aot
a8y w el fEHS #FEA 2 Tdsl TS 4 duhishe  AH S 588t we Ff

< zpeh . gleh. ol BHE Sl velel 4 ¢ 22 HE mskel o} & [ifitiol o}, ksl
2wk FEEAS] HESHOT B = ulol ok

(2) FHEBES Wikst 155 m%%‘??‘ﬁi

EH RAEANA TR 7 Ao 2 o5 AR g RS SR s
BR-E THSHA 2 FEEA A 53% 4 2 914. ol = HEY) Wkigel odvlulE TuEgl
M 2 43 dedlA e Aelvh. wElald WHERGSERIEEE BHS 1 iKY
BHEAEE Rebe S Behal g1 2 2x vhEel & Bt pot Ea ot BN
< ARHE HRen FHRBY ST 7 RiES S8 l“ ﬂOID’r o|%-& PF
Druckerz} 58kl gl 5ol FHEBRAES ATUEL S EIEA A olol 51 7 Ehf) (passive)

ol mwkE Azl PHFERIRl ®ElE Sbe gEEM(active) @S Ard é‘ jﬁ} 1 & de A
oleh ¥ a2l B of &L Y lBEE ol gAlshd SR = B wl [HEIE W
N Iﬁ(ﬁfi—“‘rﬂ TH‘IE%J% shel THEITE IS U8 5 dertel kshar ojzint Asiw »
€ MEel A=t ez drstan A 2ol & ¢ Aoz AAsk ok S
fefhol AFlst=elb s GEULE Mhstel ol & A vrbe (EEIAICl 2 BHMel 552 <l
= Adeleh Zelsldl fENE WA QI TTEA RES BEBS B e KRS Iy
Hiel 2a1E AHEE e A g /BN BiMel sl Fa olel ZEMOR #KEY

amk shan g Aotk FIT A iR mEsiel. e LP of 7lell fLF ZEhBo Rk KEE
B A ohel #-- FEMHL ek IR ol AHY BEE FHE Aol
il & 4 vk R ZEnel #Eel Rk Eolw Aol °H]E] el feghel HElLS
shedok & Zoiw AEEIA Befbolwk o EwiA] T ol & eslw aisior & Aelvh Mg
223 W MRS 75 A5 GEBE Wstd BEEE Folw JRME LT
2 A 4 ﬁ{ﬁ"mfﬁ% FEF1 ) F}’r gl of A e}, 2YA shvl A A B HAES AVRLE
= o] BRARS) MmUMES WA Slie] Folek & Aoleh, e B [ glvhl
8} f'*}ﬂo}t AL emdat 2 AT A TkirSel Aeleh
(3) AT
A F5e —pf5e 2 Esprit de Corps’ 2t w2 JeHigkeh. J) Make common men do
uncommon things JULAGIAl ELR L& 171 &7)P ) %ﬁ%ﬁiﬂ H Efjﬂ HAo 2ely] «-F
ol Mkl M2 Ermanski 7} 55t ol Zol 4519 kel obvlel ]9 #Eael 2ol
ot 21 AB,C,D 2 4 A0l YR M-S ?/M(.OFES wﬂfﬂﬂ ]% A+B+C+D=Y 24 4

1) P.F. Drucker: The Practice of Management, Modern Asiap Edition (Tokyo) 1965. pp. 10~1 .
2) FifEFE : p. 158
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ZMD} Fﬂi HYR fighel A A% wabgke] dEnE g (19 (FEE A
o] ghgto] Mk A% ﬂo}v‘r a8d KETY s EEL oludt ARk BODE
= i v A REAR Blel Hlfkel kAo s ol -&wl LAlel ddmpuldl HEE
A= H el Al & FREIA v KEel vl gl
(O ek s
Nepotism -2 F{#& PR oF Fheli= el gl shel o8l®d dwholzsfol gebil shi= ©
ol oleh.” = Nepotism 2] #5492 HE=l @izl w20t sl KUY A= E}v}
e AFEATY REESCE-2 Nepotism o] ol el 4 #5(1s) Fel9ldba @utx oA A7
311k
2|

2o >

=
=
mlo

N

gleh ofdl GE:ge] Fidhel 4 R 64"/14 B k% =l =7k oAl A st gl
FJHERE I Nepotism & gt Aol Falvtam LWlsta vk, = HBR #EA AR N
RS 2/37F i¢#ol 9ol Nepotism & R¥fn vl fiffo]l Hanz #Hst guh.¥ £
i oheh RMERLL RET wPA A nZele 29 fiffiiel Efiuct o 2 Aelvh 2
Pk BFEAES BEMeR K1 AERE YA s & e R o9
T gol g Ax e Xez AFE FEEA S Helvh, webAbd BleR Rt
Nepotism & ffhilvh kifhol o @ornz o ofdar ool glefx i)y Hrsh o Heba
B7A 3RS AERE AR gEE ek ffiEel WK SMEN A AL AN
5%7kel olw gt 7 $¢-etE Nepotism-& P ok abeba st ol Aelrh. HBR 9 4
Foll A 5 EFA A BIAMC 2 SRS A Hkistde oid F glo] BS ¥
et=aleby @b gled, HOB.RoIA BHIE wholl (K62 KD ol ahad ofwlar ool gl B

&6

%J

i

HEBR. difiel X L A | Felvehel 62fi i o
:é%Ol %ita}c B r 1%| B#el 9 =els fRA) 2%
—f A RS BT LR SR ; 51% & ANdst=el s R 16%
el EFHs 1A 3% **fﬂx/\j]' [ 5 BRAT e IR 62%
AL kT - dE A BH : T%; 558 s SRA ; 15%
ol gt A=hE P | 6% ol¥% Atelm Pk L 5%

B EEd SHdAs o she AL 227 6% dhol 4=k o7)dl ot ik
BE EEY B A EAE 248 RE F e A BE BEE 2oy o

el = BERS ZHe *15 °‘5‘_D¥% WA 7%E MRS ela 85%elis Ao wiist
—EB T AR A OBEmS SRR BEE LWetT QY

e atvidl 2 KBlshd ¥KES Nepotlsm of WA - e R T EEE |
Bha glxiuk b ACHIREEIC Bistel A BURE wbebzela ¢ 4 Aol nejn i

Nepotism -& F¥hw o} f68bo] o} @ = ]E Whed (B -2 sihee) IWAPE 7FR o

1) is Nepotism so bad : §i#B# pp. 22~23.
2) @ ®iHBE :p. 34.

@ Family Business: §ij#& p. 96.
3) Is Nepotism so bad : §ij#5Z p. 23, p. 39.

£ Wi 1 p. 28.
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BEERAT webelel 2 2 o] B Bikal ok gtoba #iS A 3rhd Nepotism ol o} & H{FEel
B dvbn A4 old] Evbelvh. 2R BEMe R B AZEfld 4 Nepotism & stz
AT = AENE BIE el A oA glol BEE welxelal gl Flfelr] =l Eolvh
ukel] gt Nepotism -2 Iushed RIhgh EME w2t M@ AEhe B%EB’J Kis #
JE 3 Nepotlsm 01] gt BIRS BAMReE 4vlw o K mEhE RRezr Folw
WY st g8 BEslvtn 2 4 odeh [Nepotismo] FA st #E H5A FH
st ol & 01 ‘f%ﬂ] st kol el vl |a Ohio Industrial Goods Manufacture jil o]
SR gl Rolv e o1 gA s REVE RAMo = FHSE A EES B £
o)k ? dhedlel gvkm Eob [lpell ACRWELS] JEHIG]  emlfe] Mol RMIBIom=
Nepotism-g f(dhA e HikE 2Aslok & Aol

V. 8 % & &
el A E Aabab ol ol Lol Y-S Nepotism &2 [Hste] #4ste fBE fg
PiRo v Folx RHNE RAMeZ (At RetzA el 28 Hzﬂwf 2 ol
2 =obx el HEE o},
(1) HERER BT B
Nepotism -2 Ifsl 2 fifs] = SRS G g2 WRTHIRSEAL olol o 3k fsrgk
el srhrel Sk
(2) Wil o gk
ﬁfé’.‘éﬂ‘éﬂlb B’i?}ﬁﬂ’)ﬂ ik AR ol oAlch 2ol giEe A S-el = TEICEMER T
g8 ] TR ) S THEE ) S} 2be] AR MEMGEmS R B& 244
= Ee) puEmiel o sk i R fiEd o ¥ HEWye WHEES fribe 9ot k.
o 7ol mAEEE Bl BHE ol 4rle Aolvh zelnE 75 MBEIH TBBHE
FASEEG) Tt o Bdsmhie] ol gk AFREsL e ol
(3 HBAI BURMIK
Biol dlal A x Ziliel i Akt & HsteAel Fodurle #Msld, 137 f8AE
Nepotism o o} gt /i§i5 Kiizste] Bi‘iﬁfbé}L 7401 s el, MR Aoldl e ARde TE
74 g FAAs 2R AE £ A UEB fHolestE MEA Y ok Aok
@ W mes WHEE
AL RS gol Bmel ety Aol MbHERa ok Aeh. BRI o & Win &
ol AT AME SHeke oF vl MBS R ETHET obd B bk [l % 4 9t
kel i TAEC] el Al gl BES JA8 5o fEEA gobesl = o A &
B U AL B Aok & Aeluh. & H. Fayoleo] #5iFakn| ¢l %ol M LS H
¢ T--fr 1) #RIVF —Hets FF slolok gheh, HHE ofel7x v B LY AT E
Foll {7&kedob & zlole),
&) Eib@itel HEREDT
% Wpeteh HEREsS EEGEIHE FaEstd o Y BT BEE fiss A £4
b M ole ~ERGEEA R ohVEk BlMlel T l: Bl £ A ok Sl
(6) MERR HE

1) fiBE L p 22




168 ®owm s oB R

ool Zb7hE AAolel FARlE Ak BES wARA 2 Bofd S fEE Rl
shod BB F -slAl ER Ml AR el Falvh fiksl el whaled ik
= ORESA oo #iel B Fiashe AL etE Sebejebilch

(D) #atlge) Mool BREN: JE

Higel ol BRE KB BHse A& Pislrl Sk el gMks) ol & i

Eel LEY HARS BEHEEAS ZEske Aol Faldh
(& ks o5

Boleletel AEWS Mada M-S Matel ok & Zleluh. ol2 I fERTY WHEL
s Zleloh 453 HiE @S H‘ o lel e At e e el ek Qs
WEEstE fHE #arsks Aol Hiss

(9) RABFRGIE #r

Bgolet A Wl%fﬂr‘%iﬂﬁ}% AL b okl et o BKEE he Radstae
el BET BESE Tolo | dhgistet, o84 d A A REBRE A HBAHL

g Ehezlel F4vt !ﬁi’f%ﬂ %5¥/§WPRIL TaAels LAY B RS REERE
fdt s BEee 2R Ao EElch, 286 o 7o) [EBE Eeb A Y &
el B A A MEsiA ¥ RATEEREE MRed ArdA kEste A

ol FAlvh

(100 Mgt #E i

—H BRHE BT BBE BEIS i A4S R #HEIIEHESE REDEE 8
= Aol FAh A8 A s HFIBEARS sl dnAE BES Wi & Skt
| =3 BEfTs ol oF shalleh, el o] WiRdldhell = 1 {FERO 2B EHIMEE o okl
ub 2 (R3E4EE S RIME B = HENS Tolok & RAols] = Nepotism 22 H Z(FH
3 #8& 2] Informal Organization ol 7|2 8| o) sl 4yt 2hE ko) VEsl7) ek

(11) FIHHE
FE FEs el BR kG HiEREA%E o Hit EEIEEE Tweld #
% utAF PFA s ke Bl =¥ EiEso
a2 e &

BESIS A2l vt EAEAT BLES o SRS olv] okl FREe Ul Wl
A7 A FuehAl BY BEAF g 2 A0 watzal sheale AgEsied RRE
Bi(Senior Nepoty ol @l HZel BESE Aol FA0E Aol @~ £ES AT BB
of EiiEshe 7 -febs W MBS EEBEE TAE 54 gtde) 4ok

a3 g
HRAEE RENES Aol olv] el 4 SR dAA A A o BES i

e

N

s glv BHElel L BEdl MIEHIT ohzlte Aol AME o &u) ol F olwAl B o}
T A AMA RoAgtet. ol Bl sl = HBROA #FEBEEDS BRI/l 22 &5
< A5 ek i 2 A& Higtheule oot e #RS WelTA shedle okt
I RES Thel FIRE 5 e Aolgtm A AsA ’J\)ﬂ°ﬂi7]i Aok

HBR.ol A = HALHS KBE a4 BSSEEY o5& FE 9 Middle Management
BES 27 BE 2 Bl 8 Zadd o ogA geow A= ke B oS



e 167

=]

EER A Pl 2ol A8 Al Soll kg

3 2% Hiio vhebaieh

AAA vhebrbubst el (Ji TBID Abehel g Ao E AGE S WA SRl
Ashn ShEACl A S A e () S gl ¢ i A
T OHE FES REE ShE Aol Fuk A% 13%u ok

(6

53% | Wy oA o A YE
33% fig ke
13% FRUDIQL WAL WRRRES BT A A A

olel gt Bho g wlFeladol 1L LT Hhel RS A L AfN L MEE 2AAANA
Hel® 2 Bl 2el 2olw7l A @Sl Aa o fil e fie B iR 7= A

157
ol Listoll = of &} Htfiol iS4 olAlel, 272 Nepotism & Ji¥is /bR g Fole
Aol At

Nepotism &) /[:figs} 20 ¥i@ $Hd 470 MaT AEEE hLow FHi ok 2a
FH HARS EOK B e % el vheb M Mol A KRR
Wigeo} i o,

oz AMA HWINAE WERL FHE o SF sl KUSEE 3B LA A
e g,

1) Is Nepotism so bad.



168 LS B O I

{Summary)>
A Study on Nepotism in Korean Business Management

by

Jong-Tae Choi

Full Time Instructor.)
(Taegu College

I. The Scope of Research

1) The function of top management

On of the most important function of top management is to use effectively
Human Resources in business. The management emply often his relatives to the
position of management. It is a very impotant problem to reasearch how Nepotism
influence and what the better method should be introduced.

2) The scope of management

I would like to research the Nepotism on the hierarchy of management (top,
middle & low management) with the exclution of warkers’ group.

3) The importance of management’s function

The manager is the dynamic, life-giving element in every business. Without
his leadership the “resources of production” remain resources and never become
production. In a competitive economy, above all, the quality and performance of
the managers determine the success of a business, indeed they determine its
survival. For the quality and performance of its managers is the only effective
advantage an enterprise in a competitve economy can have. (see Drucker’s The
Practice of Management).

The importance of management function is emphasized by economists and a
numbzr of scholar who study business administration.

It is a task for modernizing business administraton imposed upon us that we
should investigate the problems derived from Nepotism.

Nepotism differs from regionalism, which is not of the scope of this research.

In this research Nepots may mean close relatives.
II. The Dynamics of Nepotism in the World

Nepotism is not only serious problem imposed on the business but also on the
other countries business which is based upon capitalism. Of course, It is hardly

found nepotism in the country which is based upon socialism. I would like to
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review a few main nations as follows:
(1) The U.S.

Many articls have been published on Nepotism in American business. According
to the result of Harvard University Research (published “H.B.R. Jan.~Feb. 1960),
some 57% of respondents relatives of executives are employed in their own com-
pany. A 1955 Fortune survey of 175 of the largest U.S. corporation revealed
that no less than 55% of the companies had close relatives or in-laws holding
management jobs in the same firms. Therefore, the Nepotism in American
business is common.

(2) German

In Germany the country whose industrial achievement since world war II is
after ranked first among European nation, Nepotism is also common. The great
Krupp Steel Empire, for exemple, has had a long history of relatives in top
management.

(3) Japan

In Japan Nepotism is common. A number of business have nepotism connecting
with the type of Family Business in Japan. In a study made a few years ago
James C Abeyglen and Hiroshi Manari found that over half of the sons of
major executives of large companies were in the same organization as their
fathers. The comparable figure of estimating in the United States was under
20%. The Nepotism in Japan would be more common than in America.

(4) The other Asian countries

According to the result of the research which was sponsered by Donald R.
Ligget, nepotism is indicated as one of the characteristic points in Asian business.

(5) Korea

It is very interesting problem how much Nepotism dominates Korean business.
As the result of the report on the joint survey of Korean situation(1964-1965),
it was indicated as one of the characteristic points of Korean business that Ne-
potism and family business were common. But there are no concret data on the
nepotism in our country Business. I surveyed how much the nepotism were
common in Korea. I sampled 62 firms in various business in and around Taegu
City.

1 observed the firms on the basis of how much nepotism dominates and how
it influence in the field of business administration(1965-1966).

82% of the firms is dominated by Nepotism, especially 62% intensively by it
It has been figured out that Nepotism in the business of our country is common

and is one of the characteristic points of business administration.



170 B W R

III. The Points of View on the Approval or Disapproval of
the Nepotism

In this chapter I came to systematize the points of view on the pros and cons
of hiring relatives on the basis of the survey of 62 firms.

A) The points of views on the approval

(1) Devotional efforts

Relatives pay his devotional effort for the firm’s affairs.

(2) Prevention of turn-over and to hold contineous good employees.

A good employee is hard to be kept. In recent years business has become
increasingly aware of the problem of the high turn-over at the executive level
The high turn-over has come to happen in the field of fibering industry in Taegu
City. As mentioned by Judith Dolgins, although it can not be shown in dollars
and cents on profit and less statement, turn-over at the executive levels is one
of the most costly hidden items borne by the modern corporation. Such turn-over
disrupts the management organization and threatens the firm competitive livelihood.
A non-relative executive is held to the firm only by his self-interest. If he finds
an opportunity that suits him better, he will go elsewhere. But the relatives may
keep continuity of his position without turn-over and help to assume continuity
and effective carry-on of corporate policies.

(3) Confidence

The relative being a clearness of identity, the executive can trust him in the
field of outside affairs(tax, income, marketing) as well as inside affairs (dishonesty
and soldiering employee)

(4) Strong responsibility

Compared with non-relatives a relative is to feel strong responsibility in the
firm’s affair. The reason why he has a strong responsibility is that relative feels
an added responsibility to family and think of that the assets of the firms belong
to his welfare.

(5) A sound comment and advice

It is one of the important affairs to give sound advice and comment to his super-
ior. But many of inferior employees dislike to give his sound advice to his
-superior because of fears, even if he has found a defect of his superior as of a
decision making. At last it will induce a serious trouble in the business admini-
stration. But the relative would like to give his sound advice and comment to
his relative superior. The junior can be more outspoken and speak without fear.

(6) Un-iformity and adaptability
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A relative is likely to fit in better than non-relatives.

There is much advance in having similar back-grounds which lead to similar
thingking. To the extent this advantage exists, it is because the nepot has the
same social back-grounds as his relative in management and possesses the same
general views on corporate growth profit.

(7) The collection of Information
It is common that the informations for business are easily collected by relatives.
B) The points of views on the disapproval

(1) Limitation of selecting men of ability.

How many relatives there may be, the firms comes to face the limitation sellec-
ting the men of ability.

In recent years, according to the specialization of management function, it is
very difficult to select men of ability in relatives. At the same time, good non-
relatives dislike to be employed by the firm under nepotism.

In other word, nepotism has its tendency to discourage good outsiders from
working for the company.

(2) Inferior Organization

Nepotism often comes to form inferior organization of business-formal organizat-
ion and informal organization.

a) Inferior formal organization

The main purpose of formal organization lies in rationalization of business
objective. In other words, every job should be formed to be conformed to the
objective of business. Therefore, each job have its function, obligation, responsi-
bility and authority. The responsibility should be conformed to its authority. But
in the firm under nepotism is very often destroyed the above principle of orga-
nization. Often relatives is not the right man in the right place.

If a relative is employed as an executive and proves to be inadequate, the
employee cannot be fired or demoted as readily as non-relatives can be done.
At last many firms would change their organization.

It is very irrational that an organization should be made to confrom not to the
business objective but to a special person. I have found such a case very serious
in M firm, K firm, T firm.

b) Inferior informal organization

Neptism often destory the sound informal organization, one of the most serious
problems of Nepotism is its tendency to create fears, jealousy, resentment and
bad communication among the employees.

In the long run, nepotism may come to make it had informal organization.

In the other words, nepotism may formed inferior organization in its activities
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analysis, decision analysis and relational analysis.
(3) Favorism
The problem of nepotism is that may cause favorism for relatives. Senior
executive may go along with a junior relative.
(4) An erroneous decision making
The main problem of nepotism is that it may cause losses of respect for the
intelligent judgement, integrity and objectivity of top management. The executive
may collect main information from his relatives. It sometimes causes the executive
to make errorneous desisions.
(5) An obstacle of expanding capital
Nepotism has its tendency to discourage an outsider form investment for the firm.
(6) Non-democracy and retrogression of history
Nepotism is against the demacratic principle of quality. By the progress of
capitalism, household economy has been seperated form management. But nepotism
has its tendency to mix up household economy and management.
IV. Consideration
While 1 have systemized points of view on the pros and cons of nepotism
through my survey on 62 firms, I come to take consideration of the items as
follows:
(1) An advantage of confidence
Among the point of the advantage of nepotism, many respondents strongly
emphasized the point that relative can be trusted. The comparable advantage is
hardly found in other advanced countries for example, in the U.S. It means that
in our country top executives pay their attention to prevent the dishonesty of
employee as a result of the administration of rule of thumb, but in America. They
pay their attention much to exploit new idea form their employee while disho-
nesty is checked by the organization itself through the scientific management.
Regardless of relative’s ability, the executive of our country hired his relatives
only for the reason he can trust them. That is a sign of poor administration.
(2) The spirit of enterprener and ingorance of management function
Some 53% of respondents urged that the main reason they hired relatives as
follows:
“as my relatives had no job, I rather hired them.”
It is a sine of that the executive hardly undersatand how administrsative function
is important.
(3) The spirit of organization

Esprit de Corps’ is an expression of organization spirit. It is the purpose of
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organization to “make common men do uncommon things. As mentioned by
Ermanki the power of organization is not “agregation” but “Muliplication.”

Most executives whose relatives are employed have forgotten the importance
of organization spirit.

(4) The focus on the better methods

Nepotism gives many advantages as well as disadvantage to business administ-
ration. While some firms succeeded by adopting nepotism, some other firms failed.
As mentioned the president of industrial goods manufacturer of Ohie, nepotism
can be good or bad, helpful or damaging depending on how it is practiced. It is
the main points of better method on the nepotism to minimize the point of dis-

advantage as well as to maximize the point of advantage.
V. The Better Methods

The better method on nepotism will be suggested as follows:

(1) Analizing and understanding the factors of disadvantages

(2) Rational personnel administration on the basis of charts

(3) Making the regulation on the administration of relatives

(4) Job analysis and job evaluation

(5) System of responsibility accounting

(6) Measuring a given payment to relatives

(7) Strict education and training of relatives

(8) Commissional education of sister’ company and school to relatives

(9) Establishment of selection’ examination

(10) Specialization of management's function and establishment of the
qualifications

(11) Right arrangement

(12) Right transfer

(13) Impartial treatment



