
MANAGEMENT,	  ORGANIZZAZIONE	  E	  
PRODUTTIVITA’	  DELLE	  IMPRESE	  

Davide	  Castellani	  
Dipar&mento	  di	  Economia,	  Finanza	  e	  Sta&s&ca	  	  

davide.castellani@unipg.it	  



Pra6che	  manageriali	  e	  produCvità	  

}  Management	  come	  una	  tecnologia	  
}  ci	  sono	  pra1che	  manageriali	  sempre	  migliori	  di	  altre	  

}  Es.	  promuovere	  i	  dipenden1	  sulla	  base	  della	  performance,	  dell’impegno	  e	  
delle	  abilità,	  piu<osto	  che	  anzianità,	  fedeltà	  o	  legami	  familiari	  

}  Ma	  l’adozione	  costa,	  quindi	  non	  tu<e	  le	  imprese	  ado<ano	  le	  pra1che	  migliori	  

}  Management	  è	  con1ngente	  
}  Le	  pra1che	  manageriali	  migliori	  dipendono	  dal	  contesto	  

}  premi	  individuali	  alla	  performance	  possono	  peggiorare	  la	  produAvità	  delle	  
imprese	  nei	  casi	  in	  cui	  la	  produzione	  è	  team-‐based	  

}  le	  imprese	  in	  industrie	  più	  skill-‐intensive	  investono	  di	  più	  nel	  management	  
delle	  persone	  (promozioni,	  assunzioni,	  licenziamen1,	  premi)	  

}  Le	  imprese	  in	  alcuni	  Paesi	  si	  concentrano	  di	  più	  su	  alcune	  1pologie	  di	  pra1che	  
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Misurare	  le	  pra6che	  manageriali	  

}  Bloom	  e	  Van	  Reenen	  hanno	  coordinato	  un	  proge<o	  per	  
misurare	  le	  pra1che	  manageriali	  in	  imprese	  di	  diversi	  
Paesi	  

}  18	  pra1che	  manageriali	  in	  3	  categorie	  
}  Monitoraggio	  
}  Definizione	  di	  obieAvi	  
}  Persone	  

}  Ogni	  score	  viene	  normalizzato	  
}  so<raendo	  la	  media	  e	  dividendo	  per	  la	  varianza	  (z-‐score	  
compresi	  tra	  0	  e	  1)	  

}  Si	  può	  calcolare	  una	  media	  degli	  score	  normalizza1	  
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Table 1
The Management Practice Dimensions

Categories Score from 1–5 based on:

1) Introduction of modern 
manufacturing techniques

What aspects of manufacturing have been formally introduced, 
including just-in-time delivery from suppliers, autonomation, 
fl exible manpower, support systems, attitudes, and behavior?

2) Rationale for introduction of 
modern manufacturing 
techniques

Were modern manufacturing techniques adopted just because 
others were using them, or are they linked to meeting business 
objectives like reducing costs and improving quality?

3) Process problem 
documentation

Are process improvements made only when problems arise, or are 
they actively sought out for continuous improvement as part of 
a normal business process?

4) Performance tracking Is tracking ad hoc and incomplete, or is performance continually 
tracked and communicated to all staff?

5) Performance review Is performance reviewed infrequently and only on a 
success/failure scale, or is performance reviewed continually 
with an expectation of continuous improvement?

6) Performance dialogue In review/performance conversations, to what extent is the 
purpose, data, agenda, and follow-up steps (like coaching) 
clear to all parties?

7) Consequence management To what extent does failure to achieve agreed objectives carry 
consequences, which can include retraining or reassignment to 
other jobs?

8) Target balance Are the goals exclusively fi nancial, or is there a balance of fi nancial 
and nonfi nancial targets?

9) Target interconnection Are goals based on accounting value, or are they based on 
shareholder value in a way that works through business units and 
ultimately is connected to individual performance expectations?

10) Target time horizon Does top management focus mainly on the short term, or does it 
visualize short-term targets as a “staircase” toward the main 
focus on long-term goals?

11) Targets are stretching Are goals too easy to achieve, especially for some “sacred cows” 
areas of the fi rm, or are goals demanding but attainable for all 
parts of the fi rm?

12) Performance clarity Are performance measures ill-defi ned, poorly understood, and 
private, or are they well-defi ned, clearly communicated, and 
made public?

13) Managing human capital To what extent are senior managers evaluated and held 
accountable for attracting, retaining, and developing talent 
throughout the organization?

14) Rewarding high 
performance

To what extent are people in the fi rm rewarded equally 
irrespective of performance level, or are rewards related to 
performance and effort?

15) Removing poor performers Are poor performers rarely removed, or are they retrained and/or 
moved into different roles or out of the company as soon as the 
weakness is identifi ed?

16) Promoting high performers Are people promoted mainly on the basis of tenure, or does the 
fi rm actively identify, develop, and promote its top performers?

17) Attracting human capital Do competitors offer stronger reasons for talented people to join 
their companies, or does a fi rm provide a wide range of reasons 
to encourage talented people to join?

18) Retaining human capital Does the fi rm do relatively little to retain top talent or do whatever 
it takes to retain top talent when they look likely to leave?

Note: The full set of questions that are asked to score each dimension are included in Bloom and Van 
Reenen (2006).
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Table 1 Management practice interview guide and example responses for four of the 18 practices

Practice 3: Process problem documentation (operations)

Score 1 Score 3 Score 5

Scoring

grid

No, process improvements are

made when problems occur.

Improvements are made in weekly

workshops involving all staff to

improve performance in their

area of the plant.

Exposing problems in a

structured way is integral to

individuals’ responsibilities,

and resolution occurs as a part

of normal business processes rather

than by extraordinary

effort/teams.

Examples A U.S. firm has no formal or

informal mechanism in place for

either process documentation or

improvement. The manager

admitted that production takes

place in an environment where

nothing has been done to

encourage or support process

innovation.

A U.S. firm takes suggestions

via an anonymous box; it then

reviews these each week in

section meetings and decide the

ones with which it would like

to proceed, if any.

The employees of a German

firm constantly analyze the

production process as part of

their normal duty. They film

critical production steps to

analyze areas more thoroughly.

Every problem is registered in a

special database that monitors

critical processes, and each

issue must be reviewed and signed

off by a manager.

Practice 4: Performance tracking (monitoring)

Score 1 Score 3 Score 5

Scoring

grid

Tracked measures do not

indicate directly if overall

business objectives are being

met. Tracking is an ad

hoc process (certain processes

are not tracked at all).

Most key performance

indicators are tracked formally.

Tracking is overseen by senior

management.

Performance is continuously tracked

and communicated, both formally

and informally, to all staff using a

range of visual management tools.

Examples A manager of a U.S. firm tracks

a range of measures when she

does not think that output is

sufficient. She last requested these

reports approximately 8 months

ago and had them printed for a

week until output increased

again. Then she stopped and has

not requested anything since.

At a U.S. firm, every product is

bar-coded, and performance

indicators are tracked throughout

the production process; however,

this information is not

communicated to workers.

A U.S. firm has screens in

view of every line. These screens

are used to display progress to

daily target and other performance

indicators. The manager meets

with the shopfloor every

morning to discuss the past day

and the one ahead and uses

monthly company meetings

to present a larger view of the

goals to date and the strategic

direction of the business to

employees. He even stamps

napkins with key performance

achievements to ensure

everyone is aware of a target

that has been hit.

(Continued)
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interviewers are not told in advance anything about the firm’s performance to avoid

prejudice. They are only provided with the company name, telephone number, and

industry. Because the survey covers medium-sized firms (defined as those employing

between 100 and 10,000 workers), this information would not usually be known ex

ante by the interviewers. The survey targets plant managers, who are senior enough to

have an overview of management practices but not so senior as to be detached from

day-to-day operations. The sample response rate was 45%, and this was uncorrelated

with measures of firm performance.

Table 1 (Continued)

Practice 11: Targets are stretching (targets)

Score 1 Score 3 Score 5

Scoring

grid

Goals are either too easy or

impossible to achieve; managers

provide low estimates to ensure

easy goals.

In most areas, top management

pushes for aggressive goals

based on solid economic

rationale. There are a few

so-called sacred cows that are

not held to the same rigorous

standard.

Goals are genuinely demanding for

all divisions. They are grounded in

solid economic rationale.

Examples A French firm uses easy targets to

improve staff morale and

encourage people. They find it

difficult to set harder goals

because people just give up and

managers refuse to work people

harder.

A chemicals firm has two

divisions, producing special

chemicals for very different

markets (military and civil).

Easier levels of targets are

requested from the founding

and more prestigious military

division.

A manager of a U.K. firm insists that

he has to set aggressive and

demanding goals for everyone—even

security. If they hit all their targets, he

worries he has not stretched them

enough. Each KPI (key performance

indicator) is linked to the overall

business plan.

Practice 16: Promoting high performers (incentives)

Score 1 Score 3 Score 5

Scoring

grid

People are promoted primarily

upon the basis of tenure.

People are promoted upon the

basis of performance.

Top performers are actively

identified, developed, and

promoted.

Examples A U.K. firm promotes employees

based on an individual’s

commitment to the company

measured by experience. Hence,

almost all employees move up the

firm in lock step. Management is

afraid to change this process

because it would create a bad

feeling among the older

employees who are resistant to

change.

A U.S. firm has no formal training

program. People learn on the job

and are promoted based on their

performance on the job.

At a U.K. firm each employee is

given a red light (not performing),

amber light (doing well and meeting

targets), a green light (consistently

meeting targets, very high performer),

or a blue light (high performer

capable of promotion of up to two

levels). Each manager is assessed

every quarter based on her succession

plans and development plans for

individuals.

Any score from 1 to 5 can be given, but the scoring guide and examples are only provided for scores of 1, 3, and 5. Multiple questions are used for

each dimension to improve scoring accuracy. The full set of scoring and examples can be found in Bloom & Van Reenen (2006).
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Le	  pra6che	  migliori	  sono	  associate	  a	  maggiore	  
produCvità	  

One way to summarize firm-specific quality is to z-score each individual question and

take an average across all 18 questions.5 This management practice score is strongly

correlated with firm performance (TFP, profitability, growth rates, and Tobin’s Q and

survival rates) as well as firm size. These data were taken from independently collected

company accounts and imply that the managers’ responses contained real information.

Figure 1 shows the correlation between the management score and labor productivity, for

example. Firms with higher management scores tend to have higher sales per worker

relative to the industry and country average. By no means should these correlations be

taken as causal, but they do suggest that the management data contain useful information.

Other research shows that better management is also associated with more energy-efficient

production (Bloom et al. 2008), better patient outcomes in hospitals (Bloom et al. 2009e),

and improved work-life balance indicators (Bloom et al. 2009d).

Figure 2 plots the average management practice scores across countries from the

6000 interviews. The United States has the highest average management practice scores,

with Germany, Japan, and Sweden below, followed by a block of mid-European countries
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Figure 1

Correlation between firm average management score and labor productivity. Management scores are
from 1 (worst practice) to 5 (best practice). The bars represent the difference in sales per employee
from the average firm in the same country, industry, and year. Sample of 3803 firms in 13 countries.
Revenue productivity is equal to sales/employee. Firms with a management score of 1 to 1.5 have on
average 50% lower revenue productivity than other firms in the same country, industry (grouped by
154 three-digit manufacturing cell), and year (2000 to 2008).

5Another way to summarize firm-specific quality is to take the principal factor component. This provides an
extremely similar result to the average z-score because these are correlated at 0.997.
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fi rms have much lower management scores than the United States. Finally, China fi rms have much lower management scores than the United States. Finally, China 
has a more compressed distribution, possibly because Chinese fi rms are much has a more compressed distribution, possibly because Chinese fi rms are much 
younger and so have less variation in terms of vintages of management practices.younger and so have less variation in terms of vintages of management practices.

In one sense this cross-country ranking is not surprising, since it approximates In one sense this cross-country ranking is not surprising, since it approximates 
the cross-country productivity ranking. Although we cannot offer a rigorous argu-the cross-country productivity ranking. Although we cannot offer a rigorous argu-
ment here about the magnitude of any causal effect, it certainly appears plausible ment here about the magnitude of any causal effect, it certainly appears plausible 
that management practices should be viewed as part of the determinants of national that management practices should be viewed as part of the determinants of national 
productivity. A regression of GDP per capita on management practices across the productivity. A regression of GDP per capita on management practices across the 
sample of 17 countries yields an sample of 17 countries yields an R-squared of 0.81. Since some of this is simply -squared of 0.81. Since some of this is simply 
a contrast between more- and less-developed countries, focusing the regression a contrast between more- and less-developed countries, focusing the regression 
on the eleven OECD nations with good manufacturing productivity data (Inklaar on the eleven OECD nations with good manufacturing productivity data (Inklaar 
and Timmer, 2008) yields an and Timmer, 2008) yields an R-squared of 0.66. Either way, management practices -squared of 0.66. Either way, management practices 
appear to be potentially quantitatively important.appear to be potentially quantitatively important.

Countries can improve average management practices and therefore aggre-Countries can improve average management practices and therefore aggre-
gate productivity in two distinct ways. The fi rst is by promoting factors that increase gate productivity in two distinct ways. The fi rst is by promoting factors that increase 
average management quality in average management quality in each fi rm (say through better business education)  (say through better business education) 
and therefore raise productivity within the average fi rm. The next sub-section and therefore raise productivity within the average fi rm. The next sub-section 
relates to this mechanism.relates to this mechanism.

Figure 2
Management Practice Scores across Firms

Source: Bloom, Genakos, Sadun, and Van Reenen (2009).
Notes: Bars are the histogram of the actual density. The line is the smoothed (kernel) of the U.S. 
density for comparison. Southern Europe combines Greece and Portugal.
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(relative to the average country) are substantially greater than their use of monitor-(relative to the average country) are substantially greater than their use of monitor-
ing and targets (relative to the average). However, in Japan, Sweden, and Germany, ing and targets (relative to the average). However, in Japan, Sweden, and Germany, 
managerial use of monitoring and targets (relative to the average) far exceeds their managerial use of monitoring and targets (relative to the average) far exceeds their 
use of incentives (relative to the average). There could be many reasons for this pat-use of incentives (relative to the average). There could be many reasons for this pat-
tern of specialization across countries. One factor we will examine below is that the tern of specialization across countries. One factor we will examine below is that the 
lighter labor market regulations in the United States make it easier to remove poor lighter labor market regulations in the United States make it easier to remove poor 
performers and to reward high performers.performers and to reward high performers.

What does the distribution of management practices look like within coun-What does the distribution of management practices look like within coun-
tries? We can plot a fi rm-level histogram of management practices by country, as tries? We can plot a fi rm-level histogram of management practices by country, as 
shown in Figure 2. The fi rst histogram shows this data for the United States, where shown in Figure 2. The fi rst histogram shows this data for the United States, where 
the bars show the actual data and the dark line is a smoothed (kernel) fi t of the the bars show the actual data and the dark line is a smoothed (kernel) fi t of the 
U.S. data. Other advanced economies in western Europe, Japan, Canada, and Aus-U.S. data. Other advanced economies in western Europe, Japan, Canada, and Aus-
tralia have some resemblance to the U.S. distribution, except they have a somewhat tralia have some resemblance to the U.S. distribution, except they have a somewhat 
thicker “tail” of badly managed fi rms. To illustrate this we show the histograms of thicker “tail” of badly managed fi rms. To illustrate this we show the histograms of 
France and “Southern Europe” (Portugal and Greece). These diagrams also show France and “Southern Europe” (Portugal and Greece). These diagrams also show 
the smoothed value for the U.S. economy, so that management in these countries the smoothed value for the U.S. economy, so that management in these countries 
can be readily compared to the United States. Histograms for Brazil and India can be readily compared to the United States. Histograms for Brazil and India 
show that although they both have numerous well-managed fi rms, their average show that although they both have numerous well-managed fi rms, their average 

Table 2
Management Practice Scores by Country

Country
Overall 

management
Monitoring 
management

Targets 
management

Incentives
management

# of fi rms 
in the 
sample

Australia 2.99 3.27 2.96 2.76 382
Brazil 2.69 2.81 2.68 2.60 559
Canada 3.13 3.35 3.02 3.02 344
China 2.64 2.72 2.53 2.66 524
France 3.00 3.28 2.98 2.78 312
Germany 3.18 3.40 3.24 2.95 336
Great Britain 2.98 3.16 2.93 2.88 762
Greece 2.65 2.90 2.56 2.50 171
India 2.65 2.62 2.66 2.67 620
Italy 2.99 2.98 2.80 2.73 194
Japan 3.15 3.20 3.25 2.90 188
Northern Ireland 2.91 3.01 2.84 2.86 92
Poland 2.88 2.88 2.93 2.85 231
Portugal 2.79 3.07 2.72 2.61 140
Republic of Ireland 2.84 2.95 2.76 2.81 102
Sweden 3.18 3.54 3.22 2.86 270
United States 3.33 3.44 3.23 3.30 695
Average 2.94 3.09 2.91 2.84 344

Notes: “Overall management” is the average score in across all 18 questions. “Monitoring management” 
is the average score across questions 1 to 6 in Table 1. “Targets management” is the average score 
across questions 8 to 12. “Incentives management” is the average score across questions 7 and 13 to 18. 
The lowest and highest country-level scores in each column are highlighted in bold.
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}  Compe1zione	  sul	  mercato	  dei	  prodoA	  
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Figure 4

Distribution of firm management scores by ownership group. Overlaid black curves are the kernel
density for dispersed shareholders, the most common U.S. ownership type. Figure adapted from Bloom
et al. (2009c).

Table 2 Management quality

Dependent variable: management quality 1 2 3

Import penetration 0.081*

(0.044)

(1 - Lerner) Index of competition 5.035***

(2.146)

Number of competitors 0.115***

(0.023)

Observations 2819 2657 2789

***Indicates significance at the 1% level and * at the 10% level. OLS estimates with standard errors (clustered at the same level as the competition

term in parentheses below coefficients). The dependent variable is the z-score of the average of the z-scores of the 18 questions in the management

grid. Countries are the two cross sections of firms interviewed in the United States, United Kingdom, France, and Germany in 2004 and 2006.

Import penetration is the (lagged) value of all imports divided by domestic production in the plant’s two-digit by country cell; Lerner is the (lagged)

median gross margin across all firms in the plant’s two-digit by country cell. “Number of competitors” is the plant manager’s perceived number of

competitors. All columns include controls for a full set of three-digit industry dummies, country dummies, time dummies, the proportion of

employees with a college degree, ln(size), publicly listed dummy, and interview noise controls (interviewer dummies, time, date, and manager

characteristics). Table taken from Bloom et al. (2009c).
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FaLori	  che	  influenzano	  le	  pra6che	  manageriali	  

}  Ges1one	  familiare	  









FaLori	  che	  influenzano	  le	  pra6che	  manageriali	  

}  Internazionalizzazione	  
}  Le	  imprese	  non	  internazionalizzate	  hanno	  pra1che	  
manageriali	  peggiori	  

}  Le	  mul1nazionali	  hanno	  pra1che	  migliori	  che	  possono	  essere	  
trasferite	  tra	  paesi	  (ricordate	  OA	  e	  knowledge	  capital)	  

}  Auto-‐selezione:	  le	  imprese	  con	  management	  migliore	  
scelgono	  di	  internazionalizzarsi	  

}  Educazione	  
}  dei	  managers	  e	  non	  
}  Più	  facile	  ado<are	  pra1che	  più	  moderne	  se	  i	  dipenden1	  
hanno	  un	  1tolo	  di	  studio	  più	  alto	  

}  Regolamentazione	  del	  mercato	  del	  lavoro	  
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line is that encouraging tougher competition should improve average management line is that encouraging tougher competition should improve average management 
practices.practices.

Labor Market RegulationLabor Market Regulation
Labor market regulations that constrain the ability of managers to hire, fi re, Labor market regulations that constrain the ability of managers to hire, fi re, 

pay, and promote employees could reduce the quality of management practices. pay, and promote employees could reduce the quality of management practices. 
Figure 3 plots each country’s average management scores on incentives manage-Figure 3 plots each country’s average management scores on incentives manage-
ment (questions 7 and 13 to 18 on hiring, fi ring, pay, and promotions) against an ment (questions 7 and 13 to 18 on hiring, fi ring, pay, and promotions) against an 
employment rigidity index from the World Bank, which focuses on the diffi cul-employment rigidity index from the World Bank, which focuses on the diffi cul-
ties that fi rms face in hiring workers, fi ring workers, and changing their hours ties that fi rms face in hiring workers, fi ring workers, and changing their hours 
and pay. Tougher labor market regulation is signifi cantly negatively correlated with and pay. Tougher labor market regulation is signifi cantly negatively correlated with 
the management scores on incentives. In contrast, more restrictive labor market the management scores on incentives. In contrast, more restrictive labor market 
regulations are not signifi cantly correlated with management practices in other regulations are not signifi cantly correlated with management practices in other 
dimensions like monitoring or targets.dimensions like monitoring or targets.

Obviously a number of other factors also vary across countries, so the pat-Obviously a number of other factors also vary across countries, so the pat-
tern shown in Figure 3 does not conclusively demonstrate labor market regulations tern shown in Figure 3 does not conclusively demonstrate labor market regulations 

Figure 3
Labor Market Regulation and Incentives Management

Source: Bloom, Genakos, Sadun, and Van Reenen (2009).
Note: World Bank index from the Doing Business database, 〈http://www.doingbusiness.org/ExploreTopics/
EmployingWorkers/〉.
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Decentramento	  decisionale	  

}  Trade-‐off	  tra	  uso	  efficiente	  di	  informazioni	  locali	  e	  
problemi	  di	  agenzia	  

}  Benefici	  del	  decentramento	  
}  Riduzione	  dei	  cos1	  di	  comunicazione	  e	  trasferimento	  delle	  
informazioni	  
}  Nelle	  organizzazioni	  più	  gerarchiche	  le	  informazioni	  devono	  essere	  
codificate	  per	  essere	  trasferite	  ai	  livelli	  più	  al1	  

}  Risposta	  più	  rapida	  ai	  cambiamen1	  di	  mercato	  
}  Nelle	  organizzazioni	  più	  gerarchiche	  i	  lavoratori	  sono	  più	  specializza1	  
e	  la	  risposta	  ai	  cambiamen1	  di	  mercato	  richiede	  il	  coordinamento	  di	  
molte	  aAvità	  

}  Decentramento	  decisionale	  può	  migliorare	  la	  produAvità	  via	  
job	  sa1sfac1on	  



Decentramento	  decisionale	  

}  Cos1	  del	  decentramento	  
}  Rischio	  di	  duplicazione	  delle	  informazioni	  
}  Rischi	  derivan1	  dal	  minore	  coordinamento	  
}  Più	  difficile	  sfru<are	  economie	  di	  scala	  
}  Minore	  efficienza	  dovuta	  a	  stress	  da	  maggiore	  responsabilità	  	  



Misurare	  il	  decentramento	  decisionale	  

}  A<raverso	  gli	  organigrammi	  
}  L’organizzazione	  in	  centri	  di	  costo/profi<o	  segnala	  
decentramento	  

}  Ma	  l’organigramma	  non	  coglie	  la	  effeAva	  delega	  di	  
responsabilità	  e	  potere	  decisionale	  

}  A<raverso	  ques1onari	  alle	  imprese	  
}  Bloom	  e	  Van	  Reenen	  misurano	  il	  decentramento	  tra	  HQ	  e	  
manager	  di	  stabilimento	  

}  Domande	  ai	  manager	  di	  stabilimento	  sulle	  decisioni	  di	  
inves1mento	  (quanto	  può	  essere	  inves1to	  senza	  
l’autorizzazione	  esplicita	  di	  HQ)	  e	  di	  assunzione,	  marke1ng,	  
introduzione	  nuovi	  prodoA	  



Table 3 Details of the decentralization survey questions

Question D1: “To hire a FULL-TIME PERMANENT SHOPFLOOR worker what agreement would your plant need from

CHQ (central headquarters)?”

Probe until you can accurately score the question; for example, if they say “It is my decision, but I need sign-off from

corporate HQ,” ask “How often would sign-off be given?”

Score 1 Score 3 Score 5

Scoring grid No authority, even for

replacement hires

Requires sign-off from CHQ based

on the business case; typically agreed (i.e.,

approximately 80% or 90% of the time)

Complete authority; it is my

decision entirely

Question D2: “What is the largest CAPITAL INVESTMENTyour plant could make without prior authorization from

CHQ?”

Notes: (a) Ignore form-filling. (b) Please cross check any zero response by asking “What about buying a new computer—

would that be possible?” and then probe. . . . (c) Challenge any very large numbers (e.g., >0.25 million in U.S. dollars) by

asking “To confirm, your plant could spend $X on a new piece of equipment without prior clearance from CHQ?” (d) Use

the national currency and do not omit zeros (i.e., for a U.S. firm twenty thousand dollars would be 20,000).

Question D3: “Where are decisions taken on new product introductions—at the plant, at the CHQ, or both?”

Probe until you can accurately score the question—for example, if they say “It is complex, we both play a role,” ask “Could

you talk me through the process for a recent product innovation?”

Score 1 Score 3 Score 5

Scoring grid All new product

introduction decisions

taken at the CHQ

New product introductions jointly

determined by the plant and CHQ

All new product introduction

decisions taken at the plant

level

Question D4: “How much of sales and marketing is carried out at the plant level (rather than at the CHQ)?”

Probe until you can accurately score the question. Also take an average score for sales and marketing if they are taken at

different levels.

Score 1 Score 3 Score 5

Scoring grid None; sales and

marketing run by

CHQ

Sales and marketing decisions split between the

plant and CHQ

The plant runs all sales and

marketing

Question D5: “Is the CHQ on the site being interviewed?”

Question D6: “How much do managers decide how tasks are allocated across workers in their teams?”

Interviewers are read out the following five options, with our scoring for these noted above

Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4 Score 5

Scoring grid All managers Mostly managers About equal Mostly workers All workers

Question D7: “Who decides the pace of work on the shopfloor?”

Interviewers are read out the following five options, with “customer demand” an additional option that is not read out

Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4 Score 5

Scoring grid All managers Mostly managers About equal Mostly workers All workers

For questions D1, D3, and D4, any score can be given, but the scoring guide is provided only for scores of 1, 3, and 5. The electronic survey,

training materials, and survey video footage are available at http://cep.lse.ac.uk/management/default.asp. Table taken from Bloom et al. (2009b).
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Table 3 Details of the decentralization survey questions

Question D1: “To hire a FULL-TIME PERMANENT SHOPFLOOR worker what agreement would your plant need from

CHQ (central headquarters)?”

Probe until you can accurately score the question; for example, if they say “It is my decision, but I need sign-off from

corporate HQ,” ask “How often would sign-off be given?”

Score 1 Score 3 Score 5

Scoring grid No authority, even for

replacement hires

Requires sign-off from CHQ based

on the business case; typically agreed (i.e.,

approximately 80% or 90% of the time)

Complete authority; it is my

decision entirely

Question D2: “What is the largest CAPITAL INVESTMENTyour plant could make without prior authorization from

CHQ?”

Notes: (a) Ignore form-filling. (b) Please cross check any zero response by asking “What about buying a new computer—

would that be possible?” and then probe. . . . (c) Challenge any very large numbers (e.g., >0.25 million in U.S. dollars) by

asking “To confirm, your plant could spend $X on a new piece of equipment without prior clearance from CHQ?” (d) Use

the national currency and do not omit zeros (i.e., for a U.S. firm twenty thousand dollars would be 20,000).

Question D3: “Where are decisions taken on new product introductions—at the plant, at the CHQ, or both?”

Probe until you can accurately score the question—for example, if they say “It is complex, we both play a role,” ask “Could

you talk me through the process for a recent product innovation?”

Score 1 Score 3 Score 5

Scoring grid All new product

introduction decisions

taken at the CHQ

New product introductions jointly

determined by the plant and CHQ

All new product introduction

decisions taken at the plant

level

Question D4: “How much of sales and marketing is carried out at the plant level (rather than at the CHQ)?”

Probe until you can accurately score the question. Also take an average score for sales and marketing if they are taken at

different levels.

Score 1 Score 3 Score 5

Scoring grid None; sales and

marketing run by

CHQ

Sales and marketing decisions split between the

plant and CHQ

The plant runs all sales and

marketing

Question D5: “Is the CHQ on the site being interviewed?”

Question D6: “How much do managers decide how tasks are allocated across workers in their teams?”

Interviewers are read out the following five options, with our scoring for these noted above

Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4 Score 5

Scoring grid All managers Mostly managers About equal Mostly workers All workers

Question D7: “Who decides the pace of work on the shopfloor?”

Interviewers are read out the following five options, with “customer demand” an additional option that is not read out

Score 1 Score 2 Score 3 Score 4 Score 5

Scoring grid All managers Mostly managers About equal Mostly workers All workers

For questions D1, D3, and D4, any score can be given, but the scoring guide is provided only for scores of 1, 3, and 5. The electronic survey,

training materials, and survey video footage are available at http://cep.lse.ac.uk/management/default.asp. Table taken from Bloom et al. (2009b).
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to be transferred upstream. This induces a cost owing to the need for information to be

codified and then received and analyzed at various levels (Bolton & Dewatripont 1994).

When decision making is decentralized, information is processed at the level at which it is

used, so the cost of communication is lower. Second, decentralization increases firms’ speed

of response to market changes (Thesmar & Thoenig 1999). One reason for this is that

hierarchical organizations are characterized by a high degree of worker specialization. Any

response to market changes involves the coordination of a great number of activities, so the

firm’s reaction speed is low. When responsibility is transferred downstream, it is most often

delegated to teams of workers, generally involved in multitasking. This allows a quicker

reaction to market changes given that coordination involves a limited number of

multiskilled workers. Finally, the decentralization of decision making may increase pro-

ductivity through raising job satisfaction. The delegation of responsibility goes along with

more employee involvement, greater information sharing, and a greater participation of

lower-level staff.

With regard to the costs of decentralization, we highlight four of them here. First, costs

arise from the risk of duplicating information in the absence of centralized management.

Workers are now in charge of analyzing new pieces of information. With decentralization,

the risk of replication in information processing increases, both across individuals and

across teams. A related risk is that of an increase in the occurrence of mistakes as there is

less coordination (e.g., plants producing substitutable products will tend to price too low)

(see Alonso et al. 2008 for a general discussion). A third cost is that decentralization makes

it more difficult to exploit returns to scale (Thesmar & Thoenig 2000). The reason for

this is that, as multitasking develops, returns to specialization decrease so that large-

scale production becomes less beneficial. Finally, decentralization may reduce workers’

efficiency if the increase in responsibility that it implies induces rising stress (Askenazy

Sweden
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United Kingdom

Germany
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France

Poland

China

India

Japan

Greece

−0.5 0 0.5
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• Asia

• Southern Europe

Least centralized

• Scandinavian countries

• Anglo-Saxon countries

Figure 5

The organization of firms across countries. High values on the decentralization z-score index indicate
decentralized organization, whereas low values indicate centralized organization. Figure adapted from
Bloom et al. (2009f).
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FaLori	  che	  influenzano	  il	  decentramento	  

}  Fa<ori	  “tecnologici”	  
}  Dimensione	  e	  diversificazione	  di	  impresa	  
}  ICT	  

}  Riduzione	  di	  cos1	  di	  comunicazione	  semplifica	  il	  trasferimento	  delle	  
informazioni	  lungo	  la	  gerarchia	  à	  centralizzazione	  

}  Riduzione	  di	  cos1	  per	  acquisire	  informazioni	  (es.	  ERP)	  da	  parte	  dei	  
manager	  di	  stabilimento	  favorisce	  il	  decentramento	  



FaLori	  che	  influenzano	  il	  decentramento	  

}  Fa<ori	  “tecnologici”	  
}  Età,	  innovazione	  e	  eterogeneità	  

}  Nuove	  aAvità/tecnologie	  richiedono	  apprendimento,	  che	  viene	  
favorita	  da	  decentramento	  
¨  Maggior	  numero	  di	  imprese	  che	  già	  hanno	  ado<ato	  rende	  meno	  
importante	  decentramento	  

¨  Maggiore	  eterogeneità	  (es.	  varianza	  della	  produAvità)	  delle	  imprese	  
riduce	  il	  potere	  informa1vo	  dell’adozione	  di	  altri	  

¨  Imprese	  più	  vecchie	  imparano	  dal	  loro	  passato	  à	  meno	  decentramento	  



FaLori	  che	  influenzano	  il	  decentramento	  

}  Fa<ori	  “economici”	  
}  Skills	  

}  Lavoratori	  più	  qualifica1	  possono	  assumere	  più	  responsabilità,	  perché	  
sanno	  “leggere”	  meglio	  il	  cambiamento	  

}  Compe1zione	  sul	  mercato	  dei	  prodoA	  
}  Rende	  più	  importante	  la	  rapidità	  nelle	  decisioni	  
}  Allinea	  gli	  incen1vi	  di	  principale	  e	  agente	  
}  Ma	  un	  maggior	  numero	  di	  concorren1	  aumenta	  anche	  le	  opportunità	  
di	  apprendimento	  senza	  decentramento	  

}  Fa<ori	  culturali	  
}  La	  fiducia	  favorisce	  la	  delega	  
}  Se	  i	  contraA	  sono	  faA	  rispe<are	  (enforcement)	  c’è	  maggiore	  delega	  
}  Nelle	  mul1nazionali	  conta	  la	  fiducia	  tra	  home	  e	  host	  country	  	  	  



Bloom et al. (2009b) test this theory and find considerable empirical support. Computer

networks (reducing communication costs) significantly decrease decentralization to plant

managers, whereas tools to help managers access more information (like ERP) significantly

increase decentralization.

Age, innovation, and heterogeneity. Acemoglu et al. (2007) present a model of decentral-

ization that stresses the need to learn about the best way to use a new technology. This is a

special case of the general problem that an organization faces in deciding whether to

pursue a new activity without knowing the exact benefits (and perhaps costs). The setup

is of a principal (CHQ) deciding whether to delegate to a local agent (plant manager) who

is better informed. As usual, the trade-off is between better local information and worse

incentives owing to the agency problem.

The natural way to model this example is with the firm attempting to learn from other

implementations of the technology. Acemoglu et al. (2007) consider first the problem of

learning from other firms in the industry. The profitability of each previous implementa-

tion of the technology is a (noisy) signal of the profitability of the firm implementing the

technology itself. Firms act as Bayesians updating their priors based on the public history

Table 4 Decentralization

Dependent variable: decentralization 1 2 3

Ln(firm employment) 0.081***

(0.027)

0.068***

(0.019)

0.066***

(0.018)

Ln(plant employment) 0.125***

(0.023)

0.088***

(0.024)

0.086***

(0.022)

Foreign multinational 0.131***

(0.048)

0.106***

(0.041)

0.115***

(0.042)

Domestic multinational 0.010

(0.059)

!0.004

(0.049)

0.001

(0.043)

Skills 0.080***

(0.018)

0.082***

(0.017)

0.083***

(0.016)

Import penetration 0.183**

(0.073)

(1 - Lerner) Index of competition 1.763**

(0.878)

Number of competitors 0.093***

(0.034)

Observations 2508 3698 3698

***Indicates significance at the 1% level and ** at the 5% level. The dependent variable is the decentralization z-score index, measured by the

plant manager’s autonomy over hiring, investment, products, and pricing. OLS estimates with standard errors (clustered at the same level as the

competition term in parentheses below coefficients). All columns include a full set of three-digit industry dummies and country dummies. Twelve

countries included. Import penetration is the (lagged) value of all imports normalized divided by domestic production in the plant’s two-digit by

country cell; Lerner is the (lagged) median gross margin across all firms in the plant’s two-digit by country cell; “Number of competitors” is the

plant manager’s perceived number of competitors; controls include a publicly listed dummy, a dummy for whether the CEO is on the same site as

the plant, and interview noise controls (interviewer dummies, time, date, and manager characteristics). Table taken from Bloom et al. (2010).
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Pra6che	  organizza6ve	  e	  produCvità	  

}  Complementarità	  tra	  pra1che	  organizza1ve	  
}  Spesso	  l’introduzione	  di	  una	  singola	  pra1ca	  manageriale/
organizza1va	  non	  indice	  sulla	  produAvità	  

}  Serve	  introdurre	  due	  o	  più	  pra1che	  congiuntamente	  
}  Ad	  esempio,	  l’introduzione	  di	  ICT	  richiede	  anche	  cambiamen1	  
organizza1vi	  per	  essere	  efficiente	  

}  Complementarità	  tra	  skills	  e	  organizzazione	  
}  Decentramento	  richiede	  skill	  upgrading	  nell’impresa	  
}  Minor	  costo	  di	  lavoratori	  qualifica1	  accelera	  il	  decentramento	  
}  Le	  imprese	  più	  skill-‐intensive	  beneficiano	  di	  più	  dal	  decentramento	  	  


