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FHFER AR, R E BT B F D CAdninsstrative Science Quarterty ) (%
3232 Ze ED (The Acadany of Management Joumal) A & 325 18D ( The Academy of Managanent
Raview) #:45 ] 7 { 48 22 #+4) (Organtzation Science).

HoP A X T A WA XA R £, A A S BRI, AR TR ARF ] FF
W E R S, AR T AR T H S0k, AEXES5HREAH AGEE AL
My it # R F LAk (Leonardi, 2007; Volkoff et al., 2007).

HAVF BN FHA BN (Volkoff et al., 2007) #7&4F A« HAR Kk 28" £ MR L 1 3

# ik, A E|“128 4 7L (Leonardi, 2007) 3T Mk K B” 69K, # F LA ML H K —
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5K T m ey it R AR I EH AR EALT DHQ008) —L.
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b b @
” (ore best way to organize)
“ — ? (line-staff )
(Woodward, 1980).
(Essex) 100 ,
@ Cunit ) +
(mass) (process )
(demand), “ ,

(CO“HERPuE 73« 2 Juik g " AU ENS
30
. (Scott, 1975)

O  IRia RAERLN E RSP P, MEREMBAR R FPRE TE AT AR M RS
)8 KM ALY AR E B, B BAUE e B AL B 28 ) (modular sructure) 3248, AR & H T
M A K. BT LR ag B e M I LB AT, 4] 3% AL (redructure) 6958
e 2 L ATy AR L2 A BA A7 (M Grath, 2006: 591).

Q@ AT ABA AR AR R AR SRR, RS EAR L, A&A LG
A% RN LAY G R G BRAE R R 4kE W LR N 4R 6 BRAE R 4

QMR RK AR R A5 00 R4 AR T 42 ) T I 49 AL AL
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(Zammuto et al., 2007; , 2002; . , 2007).
. . (
)\ , )
P . . 2007).

(Blau, 1965; Dewar
&Hage, 1978; Fry, 1982; Hickson et al., 1969; Miller et al., 1991;
Perrow, 1967; Pfeffer & Leblebici, 1977; Pugh et al., 1963; Pugh et al.,
1968; Thompson & Bates, 1957; Woodward, 1980).

« ” ®’
) “ ” (technological imperative )@
[13 (
) 7 ( . , 2007 142) .

(EDHARPUER KT J5: 45K 12 FEPE e
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PR ARE LU A AT IR, B ALE AT AR B R — AL AB LA .

Q BB AALF EH DL H ARk R M, R F AR PR E R REC R R, HARR
R IMRLEMEY M —F ZE 2 (Woodward  1980).

© 3 E I B A 28 (Aston Group) 34X K32 H] 7 49 48X % £ & operations techmology is of
primary impottance to structure” (Hickson et al., 1969: 387).

@ 3 E IR AT R, B KA P, FEE S B B F M B XA
AR Y IRAE BAR e 0 TRE MR AR K, 12 R AE ) Bk A B AT RE R R BA %
RETHHYh, By FLBE, RANEEA YA B HGR A ZELE 2 RABERY
AW, HAR 8 Yo RK b (%L AT, 2001 103).
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(Barley, 1986: 84).

(Leonardi, 2007) .
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»D (O dikowski, 1992;406),

“ (enabling and constraining)”,
(emhodied structure) .
, . 1992
3 » 43 ’7@

(Orlikowski, 1992) ” (techmological frames ) (Orlikowski &
Gash, 1994), “ ” (techmology-in-practice) (O rlikowski,
2000) )

’ (emelgent structure)
« ” (sociomaterial practices)
(Orlikowski, 2007) . s )

( constitutively

entangled).

(constitutive entanglement)*

@ H AR =F Hhe duality of techmolbgy) 235: H KB RAEIT 389 F 4, X LA AL,
@  HAKELA G R E P (the interpretive flexibility of technology) £ 45 4% % & 3|\ A= 1% )
ARG AR P ad A Al FHA B (B AL A M Ao 3 #6942 (Orlikowski, 1992: 409).
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, (Black et al., 2004)
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Abstract; Science knowledge must reveal social s secrets. Sociolagist Michel de Certean’s
theonization of the practice of everyday life emphaszes the necessty of entering into the
space of everyday practice to analyze and build theores, rather than constructing a
research paper in the manner of overlooking the pedestians while standing atop a tower.
The idea of “minor practicé’, which focuses on analyzing the fundamental social process,
greatly enlightens theory constructions. However, as many other French scholars de
Certeau s theory is more of signifying the world. Any real application of his theory in the
social practice will more likely become a safeguard that maintains the existing social
orers since the tactics invoked by the powerless can easily be absobed attenuated,

even defeated by the dominants.
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A Review on The Relationship between Technology and Organization
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Abstract: The relationship between technology and organization had two mainstreams from
1950s, namely the technology determinism (TD) and the technology stucturation (TS).
TD introduced technology as a citical factor impacted on diversity of organization
structures which developed a new area in organization studies. On the other hand TS
brought theory of stucturation from Anthony Giddens into organization field and tried to
offer dynamics of the relationship between technology and organization. Nevertheless,
neither of them explains phenomena of one technology with many structures nor explains
structures with many technologies. The reciprocal structuration theory treats technology as
a media, which brings technology supplier and user in an interaction arena
(organization ), takes application conditions such as HR, nature of technology
customization and organizational culture into accounts and shows vanety and dynamics in

relationship between technology and organization stmuctures.
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