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(1) H.R. Bobitt, Jr., R.H. Breinholt, R.H. Doktor, J.P. McNaul, Orgamzatmnal Behamor New
Jersey, Prentice-Hall, 1978, p.91.
(2) J.J. Morse and J.W. Lorsch, “Beyond Theory Y”, Havard Busmess Remew May-June 1970,
pp. 61~68. '
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R B S& FEHS REhels ¥ 4 dvh =% Weberk BAMY RIFS SpiEs=

(3) H.G. Hicks & C. R. Gullett, Organizations: Tkeory and Bekavior, McGraw-Hill Kogakusha,
Tokyo, 1975, pp.125~127.
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o2TH T M@ GOl VT MO ETHE R R4 HEME BAT AR
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4o ks BEHT L50) WREE Hokel SRE Aolsx FRAAA WM M
& BEeEA s, TEHS ER deld RES BB TEY ERelwE EFeE H
prael WA e BES BBAZCS.  HEHE: BRARGAAL S0 gRHZ e
Webersh 478 A€ BAE =& HgEM AolZe R 5B feldE = #iE
go] o] £Eeky) B WEEE RESE gernE HEMEC Hiudz g A
o] e}, ©

Webersh 78 28 A7lel F.W. Taylor #85e] Protestant f3f0] Y B#E 2=
| ma SEe EiL EER SEE, BAX® medAd EAN RE S BN 2
e B Bty —ipihd EEE R Aol ohi¥, KBMOZ LR (ERHER
o WA e Phe Fo, W, T8, MM HEIA EMe] R MLt
AA D, MRS RES WS ML RIS MEY S, BiED B8, HH 901 B
o) g, (REEe] B MEHES FE, ) KT EEEA 3 ORK K ¥ 8
aeel, HE BERETY BRI FRE RENH©

@i M@ERS J.D. Mooney, A.C. Reiley, L. Gulick, Urwick 3] {‘Zzsﬂ o& #RS
go. 23S 2wl EHA RED B8RS kI BEE RASD, G5 BH6 &
oH me H- MEsT, E& UTY M BB, B8 LT BUEE #E
Gu BEE LT HESE EESEA 904 BT 4 A% SEbd FROE ¥ 4
oe FolE Eweld WML Eie) ERE TAS 28 Bt BEE MmN

(1) Y.K. Shetty and H.M. Carlisle, “A Contingency Model of Organization Design”, D.R.
Hampton, Modern Management: Ideas and Isswes, New Delhi, Prentice-Hall of India, 1976,
pp. 115~117.

(5) H.G. Hicks, et al., op. cit,, pp. 129~131.

(6) F.E. Kast & J.E. Rosenzweig, Organization and Management: A’ Systems and Contingency
Approach, MecGraw-Hill Kogakusha, Tokyo, 1979, pp.55~59.
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(7) D.R. Hampton, op. cit., p.116.
(8) H.G. Hicks, et al., op. cit., pp. 158~169.
(9) E.F. Harrison, Management and Organization, Houghton Miflin, Boston, 1978, p.218.
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(10) H. A. Simon, Administrative Bekavior, Machllan New York, 1861, p.20.
(11> H.G. Hicks, et al., op. cit., p. 192
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(12) B.D. Estafer, “Methods for Management Research in the 1970°s: An Ecological Systems
Approach”, Academy of Management Journal, March 1971, pp. 53~54.
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(13) H.A. Simon, The Shape of Automation: For Men and Management, Harper & Row, New
York, 1965, pp.68~69.

(14) F. Luthans, Organizational Behavior, 2nd ed., McGraw-Hill, Kogakusha, Tokyo, 1977, p.21.

(15) B. Berelson, The Behavioral Science Today, Basic Books, New York, 1963, .3,
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" (16) D.J. Hickson, “A Convergence in Organization Theory,” Administrative Science Quarterly,
September 1966, pp. 224 ~237.
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(17) J. Woodward, Industrial Organization: Theory and Practice, Oxford Univ. Press, Fair Lawn,
N.J., 1965, p.5l.

Q18) W, B, FRILHMARA, A&, 1981, pp. 189~190.

(19) J. D. Thompson, Organizations in Action, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1967, pp- 15-18.

(20) J. Galbraith, “Environmental and Technological Determinants of Organizational Design,”
J.W. Lorsch and P.R. Lawrence, Studies in Organization Design, Irwin-Dorsey, Georgetown,
1970, pp. 113~139.
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(21) R.G. Hunt, “Technology and Organization,” Academy of Management Journal, September
1970, pp. 235~252.

(22) D.S. Pugh, D.]. Hickson, C.R. Hinings, and C. Turner, “Dimensions of Organization
Structure,” Administrative Science Quarterly, June 1968, pp. 65~105.

(23) D.S. Pugh, et al., “The context Organization Structure,” Administrative Science Quarterly,
June 1969, pp.91~114.




— 130 —

mae fosts B, AR #EH, 2% BiY, i, DR A Xﬁﬁt’ﬂ B R
mojch. 09 BREEE WRE BEE (H o 7o) MRy ZTol BEEEATIE Al

By, EEAC) AV MBS BEE) EEH #iTel EESA MBiEe sl Aelt
256 FRD ST £EBED AT Mgl g MmES RE AE AR
o) e ZHUKEE] JolA RES AR olm, TFhMEED e Rkl
mee Zol: 23 M A KES WRERLE B Afke 252 M
EHe Bl £F drh =T AR BT SHITRe ], MEEEES & RES TRER
£ o A BRA g8 BEd 5 9arh Hs TaEEdA ERRES HEE FHA
BH - AT ArREAMS ALl B Gike K 2EES e A= Y

"/
3| s

ke AR MEESL RRE R L HEE A v EEtEel z FEHFE AR
Higkebe Aol e *Y '
e G@elA Lol e WEe MG delhA el wet deivke AN &
meiy PR 7R glol A EEE Ee AR MY —fiibs FHA REh
& Aoz 2dd ¢ vk BHKE, B S BEES A, BH HENL HEES
W, PUE (stratification)®] EEES 2 FESS MRS bt BB amtst 2ol
Pugh —Eel kel E&R BEst BEe 2ZRE *ﬁ'ﬁf’?l BES + & #EHEREC
o}, & :
HEER ARl Hoske wamel AR BER muo] HFLAZ 4Bl P 2.
gleh. ol ¥ AHuE KTH EEH Fitael A vrebdAl g ol AH- pigE Lot B {GE
o EEY AR ZAG, Task Forces, gt Teams, Program FH#ES Fol AT HHE
37 BT A z2¢ FHRT FEY HEs Ak Project#fgio] 1+ MatrixfHid, x=Free-form
e Systemiyd HHE A4 PED BEHY AT RN R s AT R
o]}, @0 WiEpHEst EAEE e T BRI el ER wEm, B ~beld L
BAngel RIS A, EMET el —#MLE LEF Aol ohH

& e 4 AL
a@Etel pard kel H=A FE7 g A oplvh eV EUEHOIA R
uence of Structure at Organational and Group

-
(24) D.C. Pheysey, R.L. Payne and D.S. Pugh, “Infi
Levels,” D.S. Pugh and R.L. Payae, Organizational Behavior in its Context, The Aston
Programme II, Saxon House, Westmead, England, 1977, pp.71~86.

(25} R.L. Payne and D.C. Pheysey, “Organization Structure and Seciometric Nominations Amongst.
Line Managers in three Contrasted Organizations,”
pp. 104~105.

(26) F. Luthans, Organizational

-568.
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D.S. Pugh and R.L. Payne, op. cit.,

Behavior, 3rd ed., McGraw-Hill Kogakusha, Tokyo, 1981, pp 558
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27) K. Knight, Matriz Management, Gower Press, Westmead, England, 1978, pp. 161~169, S.
M. Davis and P.R. Lawrence, “Problems of Matrix Organizations,” Havard Business Review,
May-June 1978, pp. 131~142.

(28) S.Ranson, B. Hinings, and R. Greenwood, “The Structuring of Organizational Structures,”
Administrative Science Quarterly, March 1980, pp. 1~14.

(29) T.A. Petit, “A Behavioral Theory of Management” Academy of Management Journal, De-
cember 1967, pp. 341~350.
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A Systems and Contingency Model of Organization Design
Song Serk-Hoon

Summary

This article will examine some of the recent research findings on organizations and
suggest a scheme for understanding how different organizational patterns may develop in
response to specific combinations of elements in the internal and external environment,
* Before persuing this, I have traced the evolution of organization theory from traditional
views, through modifications of the behavioral and quantitative sciences, to the( develop-
ment of systems concepts, and finally to the emergence of contingency views.

Traditional theory emphasized the development of principles which were appropriate
and applicable to all organizations. These universal principles were quite prescriptive-there
was only one appropriate way to design and manage organizations. Although the
quantitative and behavioral sciences have introduced new concepts to the study of
organizations, they too have tended toward prescribing the “one best way”.

But an organization is an interdependent system-a result of complex interaction between
itself and environment. It includes the environmental suprasystem as well as the overall
organizational system and its important subsystems-goals and values, technical, structural,
psychosocial, and managerial. The question of organization design can fruitfully be
explored by identifying these diverse forces influencing the structure. Therefore I arranged
a brief analysis of these elements which would indicate lLow they might influence
a company’s actions in designing an organization.

Considering all the factors, system concepts and contingency views provide a basis for
designing organization, viewing it as an adaptive ecological system in its environment.
Systems theory may be considered a general theory of organizations, integrating classical
and neoclassical with contemporary concepts. This is done by viewing an organization
as a dynamic process that occurs with and, in general, is controlled by a structure.

Systems theory involves a relatively high level of abstraction. On the other hand,
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contingency views tend to be more concrete and to emphasize more specific characteristics
unique to organizations. In effect, the contingency theory demonstrates clearly that thefe
is no one best way to design an organization as either a total system in its own right
or as a subsystem within a larger system. It seeks to understand the interrelationships
within and among subsystems as well as between the organization and its environment
and to define patterns of matrix relationships of variables-management and environment
variables. This contingency model provides a framework for research and comparative
analysis by focusing on supra-and subsystems and their key. dimensions and by descri-
bing characteristics and open/adaptive/organic.

Despite its general usefulness, there are, however, less evidence about the actual imple-
mentation of the design in changing an existing organization, and doubts about the
validity of the scale used to measure environmental uncertainty. So for these tasks we

will need to develop better data, refine the measuring instruments, and develop methods

of implementing the basic concepts.






