RFEVEIRA ot A
P R Bl >k W B AT Y

(Theories of Conflict in Decision-making
and the Korean Public Administration)

iz} ) #

—. WXl B

BRTHERC UH ML REVEHS —MEY S8
Ve AR BiE(nter-Individual conflict)
SEERA BABRE(Individual conflict)

BT % (nnovation)

OB

—. WXl B

S5 AR o) BEMERER TS 1% R/yshel MMM EA T R TIEN B
o7 Y gon, 2 e 4 TEE RER TS st dva she e ol el b
el At g,

KRS ol el g el AA WETEE 3 AR s F Sekel A &
ot v S RN Ae pMsteE o B ok el o] HEBES o}% & opera-
tionalize 5] ﬁ% O}L o = EHRAEA GolA s o eisba kR el 4 F o, e

A
A AN WA K 2ls obvh. Busebd K Al BHoEak @dAel A b
B R KEY 7 dvta Agske MBS RGESte] 1S 558 MEATES] Sl
el wd A EETES BUEfERe] HOE gt viebrk o] AR bt Jin=
Aol d. T

(1) W, “PUErEREne) it SETEL T SRR e, WINTBUR A, 1967, pp.125—144
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F1 KFERe 2 123 A& March 9} Simon 9} Fo] giek®. o] £9] Organizations = H,
By o MolAldk ol A& EED HHE ooy 2o ok A 1% BED =
F WXEL 719 2%t WEERe e 780 —BiE=-s Bkt e Ak, AR
BRI AL o Mt W. Gore, Administrative Decision-making; A Heruistic Model, (John
Wiley and Sons, New York 1964) ¢ 54 %ol Ao g ZErsiadd. T4 BEEY HGED
5 (HRESS BR, BBOTE, HROTEER. AHWKE D ERS BR0
o2 BlEld BT #ElEd FHEE 2 & Organizations ¥l & %i‘; Zo 2 HiEetsl o

Biide] fEEMelE L e AL RfgHs mAks BfUF dde SEE JXuk, Kl
shite] RS #Ele] B HR S fHE F UT 7F 2t EFT il —REY
R = Aoz BBITEC EHT BEMHREAS BRI 2A e RANAE AL %2
g Aoyl = 3hgieh. :

o2 BEFY ERER LY BRT S Sk g3, ol F AR Bl Rkt #
Rete AL, 5% BESY BhHe EARSA g, asld BHEe A& Bk,
o|AL BHY HEARBARAE FasE Adds & ¢ Ao

Plbst 22 #fiel k3t &AL March ¢ Simon 9 #AY(LIL fEE E Simon iAo} 2}
I FEUE e KERR R BYA N, ol F BBETBERN 2oz EAste ol
ot A E Gua®, a2 #Hife gk 2ed geh shbe] #iRle] ofd vkl fTEC
Hgl 2 BRT T derke, e [TREKS BRS A -BE RN E BPY 3
Ertel wetA prER . 28y~ s Efste SRTBHERY BRS xEHY oA
s o2 o] gk Azbeke], whebA @S 22 & 2 3 Simon FNE IHE #H
BE e Eéjjff} FIEA (A tool of powerful explanation)?] BLEE 3z -BdE sl
A2k, olW B REO od gl AANE DY F Yk AorA FR Sl Jo
o wehA] AAS FHwel 2EE Aeletz ¥ 4 gle ol oA FEE e BRITBEER
o) #SBRERC 8] L Simon BRI RGHS A BETHRY HES BEERC
g B A Bt e

BLES fldl Az A4 3 ¢ glenrsh 2ol ARAL o] izt #hEd IdA HEM
(Normative) @EHHy(Prescriptive)s]l Hio] BRI & Mlo) 9=, o2z HR 93 #
Bi(Explanation) o B = (Prediction) ol 5} Bl.iol glote AL BiFs] gt Ev}, o282 BE
& o] wgkRt el wmA Batd 4 971 A Fdl, £Z FH BESR 2ol

(2) J.G. March and H.A. Simon, Organizations, John Wiley & Sons, New York, 1958,
(3 olEag 2=z AT REY A0Ae F®, REMSBRD W BHHE—1065 4% BE
BERE, ASRBRTBCRBE FTRBELRL, 1966, BH.
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= BETBHEG A0IMQl REERS —RRMER

Simon i8S} gkl A = HiEiE GF Lo @l A n ¥ skl e e oA
© RG] P 9lA B ol A WA She] wid ek 22z el SelAk
iRl A B Wi

A, Simon o] iifkell =H&F &S MyfALGel sHskevhar gk mela o] Hime AR
= Chester Barnard ®| The Functions of the Executive o a2 ¢l vb, YEHARNEY
T o Aoh ke RO, BEE, BE, diE. BRI S (ko] e o
2 v Inducement 9} Contribution ) &1 giF 7t fhkel 2, g7t & REAAA

\O

1 2ol e

2 el ZEIElY, w5 K Eo] L% o|® Motivation & L7 3 4% 9] Motivation fif]
ol Balance 7} Iiah Al ihfer} Mofiio] hmeels & 4 Sloh. whebA MRS B olR B
o} FHrel fkshe] fifHlcla @ 4 glch. Simon & o= Snbel] AA MEFERA Yol
Bl MBS s mRSA =g om), 445 ool sk (Decision to Participate)e] #
di ol B B Aol GEas) EEE el vy ek 4 vk ® A E S Sl g (Decision
to Produce) ¥, RERzel ficslo] 30 [pHES ubE Ho|v] R, AR S Simon o
BRI 7o) 73[”5}35]93\‘41 g 9 el

Hgkel gk HEEmNEES S e S e 4 oS etk (L oW BEK
Al A 2o BBES HEE o BES 8RS < G () emmEe a8k it
Ot B R SR Sle] v a2l KERK), HAS HEY Bk
HHZs] Bt = gleb. (8 s BEMe) S FE, MBI A= fALS 2
AlikS BHEe) B 4 sl

BLES 72 i) HLausistel gille] kel ol Al olslsl ek & slesh?

Ol A AC] FEE Bl BEIeh e slach b sle] Aol o MRS BRY 2
ol b ik ol ABE vhe Zleolrh Kiliel HUlE REe] MRl ket dhe 4§l

1“

Rk Sebe] v EmIEE dedls, JUE REReR AE e AR Aua AR she
AEET. vy Zlelvh, pelwlA R oy gk i g =l Sl Zeldh o KR
(BB AR el R slo|vh w AEEC] ATEEC [she] MRS BEliel
A =i JBR] ES S el okan glowell wpubAd BEPES B dlelA H BT
AR e BT Ag =AA =v g4 o) &l dEr e Sulsl Ealket A she REE
FoRtFRel gielAle] Power &) WRFE SRR S S A e go] 5 zle|dh

&4 Simon £ L7F rrunﬂfuw EIRRe] el HGlE E Bamo Ay fuile f2Rs)
sheh. el v pherERel TrOHARLG, RUELVEEL  (LUUWTSCER, SRR, LBEE, Kk

SR

i




B, Game Theory %4 A3, 28w o] £ =E BRSET #H(Power) BR-S Fl
2 37 g5=x 4w BRJEC| M.

I REERBRES BN BN AR vty o BEEE o9 Biad TEe o
g SN S ol B & ok, ook gra w5k B, TR SRHRE Blde AL o}
Hat®, add s Rigstz 19 EE(Valued)zl HEFach gt HERe A& BREY
IS Bl e Sted B fTHAREE Yu JEHES Uokd Aolg®, o9 gL
EiEs Bl 2ol glolA of i HiEY Bl K3 BiH0S Wl g3, 2E JUEERY
M#ETA AED Aoz 2ok, o, fEY Bfihe IEE 29 Zeold. o=y

THEBY HRE o|felA HEY ME=E Yok A2 sty Ak sl Eigw 29 F
#e(Correctness) B Z w4 ¢l &0 H3te], HEY M ol& 92 F dote ol
wela] o 249 [FEHBE HEY #HT HROE stdck Btz Pk . 29 o™
VB fTHERS RS AiNS AEM A% BEAE F g 99w Aol aEy
2t REEANERA AL 22 723 S dAL AR bz, ARE Bz 5

£ BEY AR 2ol AME Biie T30 FEE 2ydve AR ohd. ol &%
Jb EReE Ae 29 HEiel ol¥ EHEGM, RBEMEHI Y LE)E Z A E ki
3] obd = A Eye) Mikol g vt Bholch,

B BRMRel SlolA v TEBHRA AT #HEel ol=egs] A8l 2v HaBE
° 3zfishe Hidal Power of Riiel WajAe ol o2 & Ao A7 g,
23w BBEITEEENS REMERS st & Power 2l B#E aA LKA A &
T W BRe 85V 5 oz 47 Ao 2 Hle o e gl
37] Parsons 9| Pattern Variables o 22 (0 EIEIAES FRIBERE(LHY —i
P Ehtitest EREEHY BAS $dd HAA dohe RBE 9xRDe) #Es 2
£ Prismatic Society ¢ §lol M & WMEEES] BEME REES Gebi2®, o BR HER
B o AfEkke]l e Aojch Bl 9& 7% BRBRE Az EF glod, &

aL

\\\ (4) wit&Bo] Power BAS SHRY &2 MBS #Hcol WA of Dorwin Cartwright, “Power;
A Neglected Variable in Social Psychology, in Dorwin Cartwright, ed., Studies in Social Power,

University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 1959, pp. 1—13. 22l 3 4Zigikel =1 #O8 B2
SrEE Briamige] Adrel s sl A = of. Robert Dahl, “Business and Politics: A Critical
Appraisal of Political Sciences,” in Robert Dahl, et al. eds., Social Science Research on Business;
Product and Potential, Columbia University Press, New York, 1959, pp. 1—44,

1 3) (5) Martin Landau, “The Concept of Decision-Making in the Field of Public Administration,” in

" Sidney Mailick and E.H. Van Ness, eds., Concepts and [ssues in Administrative Behavier, Prentice-
Hall, Englewood Cliffo, N.J. 1962, pp. 1—28

{ 3) (6) Norton Long, “Administrative Organization As a Political System, in Ibid, pp. 110—121,

S‘ o (1) H.A. Simon, Administrative Behavior, The MacMillan Co., New York, 1945

| ”(8) Fred Riggs, Administration in Developing Conntries, Houghton Mifflin Co., Boston, 1964
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3] MR BEY] Bl HW(Analytio) o 2 ffrkd @ffkfke] Agx % F d& A
of e},

B B2 ERS] FEA W3 B B WEkkkel wor, HEY MEPWLES
Aol A dbell gl Zeoloh. #mEshl W Bl AREE R FE2 o8 Bl v
F-o1 A fEE=R, w2 RHEY Wt B SEEEY Mk o =S A
A Zoleh, zEly] dEel BuRBiRel R wlaEHe]l wer, HEE HEMNoR KR =
Zojch,

% Small Group o} Hiell v]do] moli (RHERS] TEGHAS NHEES o Bkl %
Yol = (diffused, {EAS olel =¥ —EMLERE} sk, RES Begtke] Wz, 9
o] AFMEMY A MBS = BES W zlolr] e ] ANEME B
g she RRE e ol O\ AKHRRl AR R S HEEEN B2 b
AEIE RS Aol vl HS e Mee mAsl Eohe BRel FHBUEENSIA T
wtal el e 2e Fuksheh. A58 NVEERC 9 B EHES ozl HEtd o
s A dbedl 9le Aoleh. zE[gte] pElvielel A ARzt JEARS 2yt HEhe, ks
(Formalism) 7} filshe B\Rs o4 HilidlA L el & 5 gof.

T REERS o9 flgk(Stimulus)o] glom Ao AFpies —Ed HEY AAY
Performance & %3 = 7 & Programmed Decision o) 2}tz X2 3, 4553] Search Beharior
& YE=Z st 2'¢ Unprogrammed Decision o] g}2 sto] Risgbebead, {TEGRENS E
TERS ZHiy Bl LB A= Progammed Decision o] 2 $-2]vele} e oA &
Unprogammed Decision o] 2}x 47+ 2o}, o #EE 7R £H¥ =& B8N S8/ &
BE= #EY 45 WEL Program {b¥ 7] ol oh. wluba] RIEREBEIS #HEEsl S
o2 {Rhel gz Selvbehet 228 Jhoj 4= Unprogrammed Decision o] Sgfifat x o2 4
2wl 2EE BuRBiRel wel AAE F Y HiFE REEREY HEol we 4o
®}, Unprogrammed Decision& Programmed Decision v e} ##29) 7t 7] o 5o EH&
o) 2l et Al s PERR BT BUARR fketel SThid wigEbke] woi uz] s 4
o et

ROEVERC] Bl BRitrl mboA v MR = Bl JvE B fKketel SEis A, Unpr-
ogrammed Decision o] $h-g %, MIE(ERS TS BE Predic)vhe A2 WEEsA 5
2, L K#EE gt

TR SRR Rl Y el M ETREHE 3

" ?(9) Cf. Sidney Verba, Small Groups and Political Behavior, Princeton University Press, Princeton.
N, 1961
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i

SRE Aot Telx GEEucHE REEdA o3 BRel o % Aot Mk WE
24 fRsE Gas 2.

WE 1. REFRY BB =5

— T ‘ E RS R —
: 1. value .

2. politics
3. unprogrammed
4. more discretion
5. unpkedictable

1. fact

2. administration

3. programmed

4, less discretion

5. predictable

2 RAER—

=. HREVESL 8 AR (nter-Individual Conflict)

BEH ERGERE 7 A Game Theory o B#S T2 HHRE WEEREE ¥
8o Mo EE 2ol SR = (Zero-Sum Game ®F Non-Zero Sum Game), L
o fFREE HATH 7 . RENESNERSE FEMHLE 2 REE fiRste Aol
ol 35 AXBSRE ofE BmEL oldAEclst & 4 U0

Simon & BY HWimxe BEI BHRBoLE 3 v ot BES EERS s Biie
ko] 1A E#(Innovation) § B, ¥ chA BFK(Search) s} #EstaA B
HEo 2z M9 Mm-S B KotE FFOl HEstelr] #Foict. Simon & HES HAR
%(Individual Conflict) =} wxlnter-personal), ‘;’J’E—Eéﬁajgnter-group), 2]z AR (Inter-
organizational) o] BEE% e & Wogd Sl Ak %Y =EE EANER e —K
PEEE T 1A B2 g

{EARIE#ES Simon o) Ei3sly] 13 Mifde o WEERKRES Zotz Y7 gt o]
o) BTREY REPERERl Aol &= (initially), #7)28(Power Differential) 7} gl A 22 4
zb ;, webA] FFERAwEe S8 (The Need for Joint Decision-Making) 7l ¢gitte RS
B, EEBEY SEE Zm 2o T2 RED BEC HEKTEW, B’RE BD
s} Timing o] §lo1 A1 ¢ MHEKFEMW], #ixh HDets BER KA = BED 3, of

.+ (10) Richard C. Snyder, H.W. Bruck and Burton Sapin, “Decision-Making As an Appraisal to the
o Study of International Politics,” in Stanley Hoffman, ed., Confemporary Theory in International

Relations, Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffo, N.J., 1960, pp. 150—165

LD J.G. March and H.A. Simon, Organizations, p. 122
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S

\Q\

o} Zre e HEste] [BiEe) 2 (Difference in Goals)sh HEa [ @nel %)
(Difference in Perception)gh= A74 ¢} Bl el EAISHE(LE EMEER
onal Reaction to Conflict 9 PHEDE w+-39) A3 Bk Jehdetz ok £) R
Y (Problem Solving)e] ¢l&E= oA HiEY 4EE ot o HERELGHES ks £
;E fEC) 3L whebAl Hige) BARS Sl A BERe) Binslz FE BT Bk e &R
e Hhste 2% waeh ) R (Persuasion) ] ¥ o] A & EHERL 2 M@ 2 H
B = 27 9AT BEREW, SHAEe BEDd s 47 BREHOR ot
Q7 ool WS AT EEAVEEES o HFFEH o B, 199 —Fik(Consistency)
% wAledd JEES FA S8, HES WEe fiEsd 3 sREs 2, e A4E2E
EEEES 2= 7Rd $FhEd o« EERE MEAY LEe HEEE v 3
A FHEAE M2 RS ZA ST Holrl AFd RFelete HES AT Aoz 47 5
o e F_%_jé\ I(Bargaining)<lwl o)l = HiEY 2= mEEste FIEY MK, +74, 13
5% Gamesmanship o BB, FHES M REE S14 e Aol AR [k
(Politics) e} = fER el v o)Wl o) Frash HAP e 2 = kel £33 Zow gdul &4
o] fElel wWe BEE RESA 43, BEEY BE @nsts B4 (Coalition) o] )
HE gEdved ERST g,

A o] MIZFR Y FRTRESY] Hiw (B BRS) Tebd AsbRDEAMe R ore] U3l
Hig ko] 2Rl HEAHY EdlA Y #sr Ao Azh ok, el gt ok 2
o] JLRRFES Bl A3l e ARl el Rk Aol webA o Hifirt FdAd
ol &l W 7}x| o) FHRAMEE K2 7] mlEe] o

o] 9}z+-2 -2 Thompson o RiMle] wfaf Al v wrak 4= glvh, o] (kabyd (REVERE L &
ek HREY KBS A7ete Wil Means) s, T whebis HESEds)e] ] oA 7
(Hete MES BERS (et o) RS ke #FHake B A2 gioh, o W
% oAl HES FAmE fkele] Typology % whe-th, s o] =jol] Means off BE: flg-o-
HEY el st & 4 doh. ks PREMERHE FREY HES A Ye AL
M3z, BAE, RS HE W HEel vMshs] sjde] b, wbela] Thompson o) A%
Simon o] H3F HEHS ZR(ZAX HES £AEE 4 5 99 $Eame 280
AL AES REER FE5 ool ke Eue] B 22 Ao, 23 Ends g
Preference about Possible Outcomes 2} 2237 Means Ei= EEHIE-S Beliefs about

W (12) Ibid, p. 128

(13) Ibid, pp. 130, 131
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\S

)

Causation o) 2}3. 221}, o)A BES va g3 Rojis,

% J. Thompson &}
Preference About Possible Outcomes

.5 g Agreement | Disageement f
K o}
g | & » ‘
S & Computation ’ Compromise }
B | |
E S
2 . |
< = I
z | g !
% §0 Judgement Inspiration
-

A | 1

Thompson o] ©] ¥ HAES #AT BEZEFE MANY B&s o= EARE(nvidual
Conflict)fy $##% (Judgement, Compromise, Inspiration)=} HAEES 3+ hEt(Computation)
4 fEACl A BEL AAAE AT gl AET A Rel A4 Ad. 2@ v
T )AL £ BAEAY) MBS WEA Yz Jz(e] Fel vl Simon s} o Bel™
o] thelgtz AZhabet.) TEBANA BAMEH AL ERSGZ gk

L)L Simon 7 Thompson Fi# ¥4 HARBHES oHEcl folA KERES LEHEe]
B AS HiRste Aolsty & F g BETERS HEd old AlEst REfTEREE
RERA A A ki3] Bie] 9o 2EY —B oA Bt Borske e B
S A BMETRY RE BEsle Hikd BEE A

A MG BEEe) Bk MASEC Y HEMSEC Y = RS el =
2A RERBRY 7R &3t Zol 27 HelgE o] Simon o) fRFeITH H AEMEE
BB, RSB, TREHEDY Afde BHiHF5 1k (Simon &) fREMER ) $i430) 1+ Thom-
pson 2] Computation o} v} Judgement) w v} 5. H Ao} F3:(Simon 9 &4 = Fh, Thompon 2
Compromise 2} Inspiration)e] =& fEFClgietz vk, = kel HEMNERL = w
o EABEY we] HWyAEEel o fE HE fhe] gt I S o7l —
FEol RS AEYSS dox A7 i, B EAEES fEEES ARHEE =R
Wil $Eo = fEASty Rk SRWAIE BEY /b e MED ®Es 28 A

I o] Epr Power 7} Diffuse 5o} §l&=r} ®E Centralize 5)¢] gl E7bol =HetA A 7k=] ik
fol EAIS7] lEolztx A2 ek, MABKRY 74 Sole BEWRY Power £ A

(14) D. Thompson and Arthur Juden, “Strategies, Structures, and Processes of Organizational Decision,
in J.D. Thompson, et al, eds, Comparative Studiesin Administration, University of Pittsburg Press,
1959, p. 199

(15) J.G. March and H.A. Simon, op. cit., pp. 130, 131
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Hpslolgle ol ok, REMBKRW, FHHD ol Ml 2> LAkl Btz
Sz =ebd #iE ol =B Centralize ] MWL Tl A ZfELL LS @M H#= g&
olch. FERKRIEHER(H, BERDA A& WY H8ES o Ebdx 3 ok /E
B EARRARIEST BRI 715 Thompson o) Hghe) =)A= EfIE #E7L WS

bl

po

(A

gkeh, Bl o) 2l EERE (Bureaucratic Structure) ¥ Computation o 4% 3}
|, BEfHESREET T2 Rkt ke st YIS 2 Power 7} 744 A
A Diffuse 5| = ¢l = fHfkel w2 3 ¢ioh. st wH8lE Majority Judgement =  Collegial
Structure 7} 7} ALY, o]« Collegial Structure o} fil= ko) 43, SEHE, #H
FEES Ut o] 52 HiRERge = Power 7} Diffuse slo] A=, KiEel #ikste
MRS st KB BE, BEHEGY JLEEERD, HERolt KEkESA K3t
Power 7} Centralization 5} FpEsF o] HEilos @4 ¢l= Zolth, 18] 3 Compromise o i
ol HAEES UNZ2REEES, XREG% Y o1 % 314 & Power 7} ojrn —
el ML 7] gx Yot &5 Jo. REEG#HEEC T UN %R#BERE T HEMEC|
ol &l HEkgel oA3tel fiffiakr gl Power o) BpEFE KEo BE| @it jitelt B
ol agEv HEgH M5 v Power wrh HA Az} =& Ao|w}h. Inspiration &
Anomic Structure o} {k3}o] f3E=] =u Anomic Situation = Power 7} ZE & Diffuse ® i
WAl A REVERC] BHFA ol FH9 A g HIERES WESA S BEDR ol
(=25 22 [Tl art)iy 8857 27170 a9 jiRitel o, Wrgk Egot ol Bate
ol# jkitel ok #2 Power 7} 74 Diffuse 3¢ ¢ fRigelets &+ e Zelth
Ll kg fashd ohgat Zoh. Simone] ahs @M Mkiike] . Thompson o]
eh e BRI GRS BARRGAS KMo vt v Al IREMERS E el Power Diffusion 2]
BEE iR (Continuum) & fifstglvha 42 Hoh Mk E&Eshad WE 0=
WE 0 W B ERIBRL L (Simon) b, AR GES (RS BLERER (Thompson)

Maxxmum Power Diffusion Minimum

k)

ri
w M

3

N

[e)
i

A

P g@&jjrgz?}mﬂ@(f’nﬁ%ﬁ{w{, 33, Compromise, Judgement)
] WY s FEI(EA, Bug, Computation, Iﬁspiration) T o

|
|
|
\
\
|
\
|

T 7’\ AT -
g % O =
g B | = 2 A
£ Mg il o s
A - mOE S M
gﬁg L % g
a4 5 ‘
g % g w
a g = =
=
& 3 &
g 3
le']
S
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2.

o2 WMEDA BMABEUAY Ad WAL fEERER SARES LBk =
L Power Difference 7} 9l A% BiRste]l ®ESslad EiEs ¥, EE == ¥HNI &
o] Kol A POErERS] MUURARS WAL g 2, o) ME REE £ BOEERA MR
kel Hmolt, MIRAER BARMIEGS BN YlolA ¥ Power Diffusion o) B
e BERRMO IS WA IS e =k ST MEsg e &5 Ao
A mEe) MRS oldl ASVH A LEE, @B £ FES 2 AAA
BBl o] S MgEse peRfTARY MM m: FAERGY ST Biste Ao el
o} BAESEY BHS ¢ AEmoE o4 dobz 47 ok #EshE HES RN H

$ w2 Bgle]  AHelth

Dlkst 22 misio] lomAs oA ME s EEMEESH LMAEES Wael el
FES RESEY W 23S 29 Fox 47 g 2 Hle gl | A 5 wgbebet 3
o] o] o] Power Diffusion o RS £& WERye 2 1ot ok st =2, WES &
FEBATREE o) RS Zo| BoAESe fkaid wel Xiidax 44 5 7] o Fol et
WEFEG o] & WA BT AZete A ke o 22 BIR7L FIEEE A
olch. MEEEMIZ wA TELLY #h A BHY Power A HkIE W AL
FIATEES FEBWo Hss B, HOE Power & 71 FIGMAEMNS Biks R
%ﬁ"i B2 gl Aole], o] KBS WA 1 Hkel B ko ERE @ﬂ' ﬂ

= FEAHGe ™ =held £A, Eh, Compromise, Inspiration &) 2 Aol vh.

Power 87t 2ehe BTl A FH =t #Ee] A3 A¥AA Q= dabl

Compromise v} Inspiration o] v}, £& Bargaining o] 1} Politics o] t}7} s 2 Aol =
214 Gamesmanship ¢]1} Coalition 9 FHRo| #E Zo]ch Coalition -& EE4Ie] Power 2|
f@nell BES T o HRE &t g Aoldh

L HEWE—BRELaE2A TOEG, K
2. TEGSR RAER
a, TR —— LA, SRER T I, MR

b, FAHMS —FEUT FAEE, BEOEIG, R, /W
3. FEamEs FAmEE— TERE, RE, ehEEE.

202 HERMSED JolAE o A 45, S8 TAdA #RT T A A
. ©a] o] =fEe] Power Difference 7t A9 givhe BIETAAE £2 HES A W gk
EReA el EHEEE 24 sl WHoly] J Bl BERRS AHHCI FH

(16) Simon -& ool =3 —HFML BWUE T oz Ay Asteh. e Power 80 Bz W
stol ol& A BmAIA gkt AT
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9w, EUBES BEEEENY s wxle MEY 9z, Judgement
Situation 3} F{ITE &S] Kol Kot @yes kA 2 Aol

G2 pEiviele) EABHAY XWHS]l REFRGRES &3 2] HREsE 4
= ol REEBMERNS Buht Power 7} 7174 Diffuse 3 Rl o] ggdvtz & &
Qot. o IR CRHREIAT ] BBk, RS s, HERES TR, HERIKY B, BHe
o Wb B0kl L%, BEst FRe HalE K6, SH, B8, Bt Bl
FEFEULES EF 98 Aol

o]# k¥ Thompson ¢] =3l Anomic Structure o]=] Charisma [yig##2 HFRT =
T RS & $ 9k B— a=%sh ggetsl =eld Inspiration o] BhE PUETEEE
AERF] BEeh obFE o WY WEMERS 1 Bl JelAe Mz, ksl AWM
|3 %4, Coalition o #egel gon, AW B 42t AR WEAMHA
Arkx & 4 gt

Rl I« —AEFEMBUGFEL S Power 71 BEZ Centralize 5| g vba & 4 ¢l B
89 Bk, W, £, Bt mis fﬁﬁﬂ, HERE B PEOED, EBua A BRE A
o BEg#d e FBEL o7 KBS Fiksh= Aot o]A & Thompsono] Zél:
Bureaucratic Structure 1} Collegial Structure o] {3t # o]l oh. =l PUEERS 24
BEMY FT-BERE Adon, @ gelr 222 LB —BEs xegs
ks g 3, FEA B HEt BERS Y 2, HERkel v BB, WSS SRRk
Hol BiTetsld Zlel vk

BB 2R 3oDek Charisma o fkale) Ffg=glctz gch. Charisma 3%
BEE ke AT BEEdA REEHEsE A [FRE W] 49 8d, oz
flz Charismatic o HiZ-& BiiESE7] A &el] ol Yol Al % & Power & F& 2 o]
ot ety —BEm Evhd, BEY ERNERS B, Y B, —BETHEEALS
24 GBES BEEE Hel delzletz & 4 Yot o] Efjdl s 9 2 Collegial Structure,
] = Representative Structure =f 2% Anomic Structure & e}y obz A zhale] wiefi] B
RERRE BT, A, Bus%d fl‘iﬁ}"% vrebgtebs Al zkgke, aEls FdE EHEeR

Anomic Structure & #EsHe @R @4 BHEY Charisma & #pAsz 33
Plbs 22 SESBUEe) Mg RiEBUYe REEEUNY rPEsEd ddde g4
S
Plisth Zre] @mEfTRA = Db BUBES @AY Byt 9az Az, FAugs

b WERQL 2 old shbel ARl REMFERMES T A4 A9 A5 RE
o] ¥4 Power Difference 7} ¢1& #kitel= whebA BEiEel BAE(LA] d& 7 St
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e e s detm st Aoleh. oldl Bl st Simon & &b o] B
FHMEAE: B 54 (Simon & 7S MEEE HUHsY] PR A ERY WES He
3 MEoR ERANCHS BEAY Mt HIBRY KEStain) S FA4 ok E— o
ST Hrh RKEESHY] Eakohd o9 iy e BEY Acld. azdd oE: [
CHlihe) FHll 25 BT YaAs REFRBRS sl ok 39, oA musa Mk
W st gz He Baol © wedd. = shte BElE T4 @R BiE
%% BEMERDTE Aol =9, webd HGEEY RED HHTRS BREsts Ao A
oha geon,

Ubst 2e F742 BiEE @R B RHSR &3 Ao A 98] o
WS FEEAA BRA A 929 R B METRN BEE 2z 9. @
o] MEMA @ halA BEgec] BEN itgd Jedd: kY BEREL:
AR FEY AAELE 4 ASA Rtz 42 doos, a2)n @RS Fhoz
A Fdute BES BERSA 9. 2 Bh: 2/ BiES AFss &8 2 o}
veh Bk T 2E RES HWREMNOE XHTSF Q' RS 5] dEelw. waA B
oot BAskE BEE FEtsiod s Bl i 2o BEY FaBREE 2e
F 9E Zol HE Aok, ‘

g0 2 WEMERREC] —H Bl 2 Fel kit EIA =W HHES o B
AT e el HAE EEI BEES o3 Po] OB Ao th REMRLS Heh: M
RE7} Simon o] W2 HUIRY TS HEKEE T2 = Timing o oA = HEKE
B oha ot aeln BEY BB EE mEd 99 4%/ oz sk o e =
Bt 2 gl Al s BHS BELSE Ee) 9on 478k s ukshd Power
7} 247} Power 2} Variable & fERAAA Tk glol ek & BHMRALES ERtL W
BATE ASlE, HBE £ KBS o FEl B Aolch MEY WA BEN
of gelA & A £33 pEwoE EKET BEAS Yo Aold. @mEsh MY
(R, Timing o) o) EKFE, BE, TR 22)S ®iRs Power o g o
fRkstE AL EEA A= 3 ke (Cultural Dysfunction)-g Wicls Aeldd, K
st 2 el AE ol Kilel Aom, o R A BESH B QA =
t IESREY BRE dEblE Aol wehA Power o k3 kBt Power 9 ol g
RS o RS 277 Sha, REMEREE MES) e HRKES Bi: R
= Power 7} BB (Hl, AHHDY Bt RES TS %ol HYHL Power o fkale]

(17) J.G. March and H.A. Simon, op. cit, p. 131
(18 7 S8 = o)A %] AW BES XdAs sz B+
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el MBEEBTRENA KEE Kobe HXE w4 2ol old B3 = Hifige] #

B3A & Rl 2 4z FEHl AREIKRS KRS AHEY AR 24 ?%i}\\

HiET &S 93 KT A9A KA B3 %o BRETY KFE RIe A= o)Ad
@eet. ola fFRER Y] AR HFH b FEEC] R AAE feldee e

ol A= rule o) fRel IEHE{LBHEegitimation) o] {k3te] #ih A A4 gz, =EhA 8.0
P. & &3 Hi@mRES shtE 3z Cyert 9 March o 3o} &M (utility)o] Kis] EEL=
t§i9  3%5-0] Programned @ Problem Solving Decision 9} fHE-S #HHRo 2 3 Hipol=jql
olfEig gloiA = SEvefel AL S.OP. 9 olzl #EEe el & & ' Aol

A ol¥ {7HEE oA = MAMBEoR EHEI e WFY BEFER] TEA3 G
A2y ghek, fkshl BEFERS ARt} 2ol Power Difference 7+ FHEM ¢l vhe Bl
TolA Barg Aelr] Aelch, K oA & Codlition Bz FEAL + oz L&A
w25l Coalition BB #HRe) Fatzto 2 RES ] ., FTEA BEAC WE ¢
7bgH olAbure] RS wrod, fHEAS o4 B Coalition & BERE &7t e A
Qo 2, Coalition AR Hiel #Ksted A A e AL BREHMY Ao A "1r7]
SeA o] A7

AR 2 olA BEMERBRA oA e gl ol B BELetA =4k BER
o2 e, H8) MEY el fEE Hd53, 28 Power Differenced] {3t
HEE 2] BiEEed 9] dv HY5E o' BES =72 ZAolsh aEly oA
AREE] oF g MAZE(ndividual Conflict) 9] 4Eifd] EW3lz oot ol @A RS 5E
2% (Definition of the Situation)¥}32 B9 FE(Goa) & o wd A B rte) RikEe B
atel FHEhE Alo] BMMRS BB L oue slelda A7 "

Plbol A Bubel o] pgEfEpiize] T4 (kdted L= ook ool HRS BaXE
EHT HOEDNY HAE Y8t 4% JRe A stx, B mEEE £9 KEHTR
o7 FHSRA = AL & o ERE Yoy st Zle] Simon o RfFelct, H
HgEEe A At 2T BEARS MARGEN, BRRaEsY SHez st
A a, MAY BEez FmstaA gt Hebd 2E RES At MERA ExsL
MRV B 2A AW & A =, o= Hike] FEUTE A= o] & dx
Woba, HEBEC ged s EEREE ded el dista, FlaA AA S shaA
KISl AL EEdl WA ,?474,] 2ok ghet, ol o}z FHiHAS Power Difference 7} w2
#RGL =¥ Bureaucratic Structure off A _RfiE o HIIREES TRRE RFE SldA K

(19) (,f Rlchard Cyert and J.G. March, A Behavioral Theory of the Firm, Prentice-Hall, Englewood
Cliffo, N.J. 1965
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s B BRE T Ao ch fIE B REeV miRe] KW Al AR 4 B
B Flel JelA KMES ol &S RIS 2 AN LB A et sA =& 2o
oh. whebA] o] 5o RHAS HHEY T el EES 2 AN EHRE WA ¥ ele
Zelth. 6.8 BBEK Yol AFES TILRES MEE BH W ME2A BEst
28k kY] FlEiE st e s, BEK HE EEE BEAXE £49 ME
2A g d 2% o1 fldl BIets A= 3o
P bd ®E}d BHFEZA Exshd G4 2
IR 1. REFEREND #09 £ 2252 2RAWe 2 MNRRAE] #AZ ot
a3 o FEe R AolH,

BRIR 2. #HY =& #mES =blA e B 7R, 44 BR 19 Eine 9% B
i (Reinforce) s # o] o},

BIR 3. HENsE s HEREEY 94 BE 19 EHae o % Eii(Reinforce)d A
ol

B 4. B0 %7 geod WSS MEY HR(EER BEY BEKE BEE BERH
Hahe] REMFREE FERT ROE LA, 7 EH: BEY Ao

fBiR 5. RIEES gl W3t BEY) RERSSS, MEY R BEY MuAEe @A
2 Aol},

BER 6. MEAES A REER MEY W REKLSE Innovation 8 ghife Hde] 4
zl o] v},

BIR 7. P Mol REED ASol HEMNo R FHAS s Bk L REe whEel Ml
ke ZFoE 9 Aold, oA muEd E BH 19 EHre Rigg o=

BiR S BR 1Y gime] Mmblss: ARWL AT FARY RS Ee g AzolH,

=. HhEESEL EABE (ndividual Conflict)

FE & giRaatet ol @WETHA JolA EAMBHES BELSA] v @] sloe
HES T dd @ASH] BNz o g 2] ohdst A ok A K
e FEEAA wa AY BETERY REMEEBRS) MHFdte Aoz 47 g4
AL BT REWNEENS B9 MEE MR ok shel, RE ozl ksl s
e, AR AR #E, FHEY BRY JEGEkY YMEos R THY BUAHE
(Unpredictability) & REF#EL EANA B2 HiWE Ix==2 44 57] A&,

AR ] o] shgo]l Aiws] wotxn mifRdehd Bk EiRd o] MEE EEL HRo
2 37 & g gloh. 2¥W R vhek ol RS REERSY BRE2 EAREE
of BESAAT, LEEE I ERE EASE R sllAT BABES MES Wik
3he el —Mye] gk, Simon = o] o) RFYe) WY < Eol HME EALES M
BE BESHA R o Simon o] o] MEE o kel HalAdvw FoA Mol QA 2%
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BEstzA o A e BikS Peshs BEel . B HgEe] JHERstE &R H
ghzlol o,
l%(}%%% s EHEA KRB 3]5{@%@(Uncertainty), gl RS (Unaccep-
tability), {tZo] ;lEht%E'fﬁg(Incomparability)Ql AAAE B3 g ol AAY #EE o4 R
o] [£.27 |(Good Alternative), ft#e] w284 J(Bland Alternative), {{ze] NE#E
el A | (Mixed Alternative), {%Zo] M}322A J(Poor Alternative), {UZke] [THEEI #)
(Uncertain Alternative)®) FHFEHS T4 9 MARMR KA RED . oA TR RE
o) HHEe HEMEGS BEHT 4 gv MR dubl 25 SENEEBS EHNY fEKe] 9
whrtel whelA] PRER o0

ol o}z Hme A-F o el HEMEES SEWEET A LME A A &
Bk, BIE OBl sl 2ol A=, dhvkstd Al FAE Bt (HEREED
EE BEA GEs(@EEREED et 2 ARE d2E $2 R HAAE st
2 fRFo] Sy]x 87] WFolch. whelA Simon 9f o] Ao B =% R Zel =
=g 4 gu.

$2l e BETRS B 2EMN EBEES Kl MAEES AR e ikt 39
o 2@ o] MEERS M oldA shrbrt 1Y hLiREst = 5ot
ol o}, Simon o] M- olzlo] MR %S B EAY F J& Helstx ¥4 Yk
HEY) A7+ fAAC] MRS BER o9 HEE B3] MilEe oz WEMFR
o WEI AL =lejok Roka g LiFel flE Fol MEES MEN BEEME
Ei:2i: S S I P

ol —EERIS o1 FiCl RESES #2d v abxt, o4 o]dE 1 #iTel &
el o) 7= BaEe] Y 2EMsiA =le] glelA] Simon o] sl Programmed Activity
of BITT & 5 Slot. ol wfol] FWash HEd RES =lv $A MEgSAl 2obd Tt
A2 BRAYL sk AARES e BES HENE Gk HiEd &t #EAIE
Aoltk, EAE 2 FHE 2 4 9+ A2 KHIEE BIsks zleofch. ol o Hids}
olm BHEE shzlertel wheba &RE e 2ebAch. oot Rl e dthete ®
et BTEAY AkTEe 2he T Bl BEe oAuA kslestal webA,
e fRge] £ KRR 3z v KRS e Aol oA AHTRA JoA Fgdh
Dotk SEERLLel v, b o] vl =hebA 22 HREIL el mele At Zeh

=tebA A ERY BEMS K A9 Rkt o BESS S glen, =
BREAES BES 939 EREC T ¢ BEBRES EHY 5 oo, 23] g #

(20) 1.G. March and H.A. Simon, op. cit., pp. 113, 114
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sto] e Qo7 we FAL oldA BREAMEERS Y Bt BRI RRE
7} 52 %% 4 gle Aclh. Simon & fAAS] AERES HEA oA EBAY BEEE
A2l —@8{t(dentification) o) 4| HHietw [mEF] HEEEENS 5 (Strength) & HIESE 7
e Eatn o, @Eel AfdE o] AL BT AN E Ao AAY
ok, shupdhd —ELO] BRQ B, THEE, ADEE, BEEESHEEC BHE RE
S #ate] HEH L 9T AolHl, E o T HE WY FrEEESL & WM#sttr & 5
971 o -Fol et

k9 b7 Y AFe At FACl FEY BRT BEMS BHS =7 Ho &E
A FEMGL.Z BASE BEREAES o 2 Gt 2 Aot $A9) Fke] &
T BEMY B o7 Jdede REEES AR EXdte REE F-RMoER
PERE Aolth oA flzA FRetd oz Bvh. AERE gl A PEHE} Ascriptive
el Achievement mFEZ Hge] HTY EiEEsoz zx 9% = & (Approach-
Approach Situation) HEHRE RHY BE FH—KMvo 2 HERIA o
B4 £ BEY Mk @il F7 2oks ey %ﬁ"" FRG Abgeletx s HfE
o[t} BAY HE o EEE 4 JE ATL ol I Aolth = REENE BZY LHRA
o] ERAA HHAE [EiEe WA ALdE @Es & 2ol BRI, T R EET
L7 o= £53¢ Wu BETS HENZ EFAA e AL BREl RELZ EBRE
T Aok, o] A% o)™ REL [FL REI(Good Alternalive) 024 Fffd Zelg. =
2] 7 {422 bland, mixed, poor, uncertain § #H o2 EHE Aolrf,

wleba] WA B HES Tel BXee o] BRFTBAY 74 & Hielztx &
o, aob BEske JH ol 3e- BsES Good Alternative 7} 578 Lk FfEStE FidE FF
JhigetE (Incomparability) o] R AR o] e},

281} Good Alternative 7} gl 3= A-$-ol e o= MY BES 3 gAY, =+ HK
3 EiEhy s #perl 3¢ & 98¢ Aol o8B & AE{t(rationalize)$] 17RE
2 EebA H6, ol Y ofn st g AELY HRel Az =EA A
#E FE AA g fiE 59 MAEEE BHY He Mk At & A E
HE EolAd AEYLsle, E£EES ST B AR W3 aELA g3 @
< Zol . "

Simon #ime Edh1e) HRE-S o3 2 Holvh. B TREGENTE BEEE
e WaBEE 35S N WRBBOZA B REC] FrEEH: (Uncertainty) ol 310l
£ o & REY BEE o PIgstA €8 2 3tz (Search for Clarification,), o]z o] &

N
i

[<]
—

~ M(Zl) Ibid, Ch. 3
LN
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Heehbsl A 22 el i (Search for new alternatives)-3 gtvis 3lo], HEO WHEA #
%o HEn WA Sz goh. 2w BRRETREA BT #%IY{TRE(Pathological Behavior)
A 2Rl HA %o Aog 47 ok, @EH  AIENFH(Creative Search)o] &E
e T oueA S22 SRR okskert 47 g
St BEAEC) SelAE Be mINHEE 3 4 e, WERRERe FHRARY
2frs HHELE EAE oyl fTREAl Wk el EEsioha A Zhaidh
BEVTRES HUES Alsstd g g,
a. HEFEE(Unable to make Decision)
b. i (Upward or Dowarward Referral)
c. F|THY47E)(Personal Interest Dominant)
d. # ®(Exercise of Coercive Power)
e. Stereotyping
f. mEre) gopits(Exercise of Defense Mechanism)
g. EVERITRES ulwl gl At (Frequent Change of Decision-making Behavior)
h. ;&9 Conformity

F. ®EED FE 3 (nnovation)

Simon ¢] e} FEHHAEMHE S [HHo EEEE](Sunk Costs of Innovation), i
(#aEsle] Aspiration Level), ii(Resistance) B, Ff(Memory), #HiHEaES] il B b (Instit-
utionalization of Innovative Function:{fl, /IR, $E8Y A2, FEgrrst Deadline o #%
EEDS) e S ok oot Dt Fe] Eime @ o EARES SEEEEE
o #Mxpslel RBE T Yok gl 2El 2 Y] M ol & HE EARE, M
TS} Eigel RESta, Wb Aol Busdl sl A ol g A EEhiel Arlsstdl A
AAs BRel gl ks e HRHS 29 Liftdt BmERd v 5ol melAd R
2 He SEY Selztdrh, BERS gEo = Wetd #Este BRE 2 3x ¥ g
ot g g gl

S| vEtel A Figre] delvie HEMA HES dSd ZAdx & o9 dd —JieEE
RIRES) MR P LEBled, SEE FAeld Buadl Ketel MRE Eite ZAsolwh
5 o] Power & S£iBluct o5 of —#ge) JEE =5 —AdA HhEe] gl w2t
A olst RIS TRV Buke #Eie R FF S MEHR == EAERS HEe
2 B R Fol Prle A2 o5 wmetch. aelehe] EHe HhnE TRl A ¥
(22) 9 s e Dimensionel 9% A9 ckH vk fgel xlvA ghech
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xi A Rk, oldol MBS = WMABESE BAAY LY @RNE BRE Power

1 slolAl o &t Kol #iAE s Power o] v}, Power = =3 Coercive Power 7} ko] fif
Asiel =ebA el HES XA mEt ksl d ok, aeehe] ERe mERisl %
Fds vl ot hok sbd —B Power friy# st E2i7bA v o) Power b Fiddte
ol & ohal B 45 Bphd e R MEE 9 sb] @ Eeth

Bk 2 BEREESNA TRABERC RES fFRE 2 23 BR delA
AfRgel s, |HEA AT BEgel of BEE £zl KEael ohdst 474 @+ o
RLoZe HES) Hise 3 gouAs, #iEel Mg Power Difference o ks 4]

T AE g3 37 AEe RFRS] EERS Power Difference o] Katx, THEsE R #
Power & BAZ & ' ARE EBY. o |REL 77 ME M BEL Aol
Uz, BRENEE(A L Power oo RS dFo2H fERI DY o BEI Aol
gl o1gA BRI g A Ahvel Al uk B M BER SRS okdzle A%
RORR .

faREfgke| Al 1 Simon & Aspiration level & BEiRI . oA U EFHS
FE e EEBHCl A, AR oo 2 44 EEI AL WEY ARelsx 3 5 g
t}. Simon &) ¥giHho)l BEEERC IS, oA BEHERY oA e HENEES B
ERY BiEY AAS GRA Gyl R, 2T EFHEE SAAE MRS AEd el
Ae A Ek A &<

BlEolA £/t 45 € Miwe o5 o AA o] HECE ®BEA $A9A
5 o|Fe] A oAl FE e T HEel d&F drh AAE GEd AF¢ A&
F3 8% dv AAo: #wEs ook dxt. 2 —% FIZA ABERA AR JdA
BiEY #—& Wiste 7, EREY, AKES] B LE B BEREY EFHSe B
9g Zoich. olgA =lvl HEMYLZ M| ﬁﬁfl 7L gl A Aol &
Ao e HE RE METFREEE volA MEMRLE T &3] Aoz sezte, T4
ol BALE B W ASe] BEIML R MERERATE BT A€ 7igels 2ol
2V o] G t=al WEGMS RS flor 1 HEE =9 o, w4 AREY
ol iEfEe] LEslel. v} olidfEe FRre. A Coercive Power & VA A #HAFR
© awsk, FERe] 9A %% 7t A7 3. Coercive Power &) HYJ3 fEAEY fhTEeC]

moo] sAEA AAAE FoTS BE WA FEE @b

o e o ffr

RO

(23) Cahill -2 o7& Rk A v 50 2 FES Ereto, Hi#(Expectation)s] MEzA K
#ck. cf. Robert S. Cahill and Marshall N. Goldstein, “Notes on a Theory of Political
Actualization; A Paradigm of the Political Process,” in William J. Gore and J.W. Dyson, eds.,
The Making of Decisions, Free Press of Glencoe, 1964. p. 368
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James Wilson & #igoll gelA] kel B4R, ko) BE, ##{re] B3 59 A7
Wre> EmAs2, o] & v}A] Organizational Diversity &} BREfA 7] ¢)t}. Organizational

Diversity =43t-&  Task Structure 7} ###{ks| 2 2712 = Unprogrammed ¥ Aolw], 1=
Incentive System o HMLEH(T Bite] wel Ak 2g T RAES EKDT. o/ M

A= he) HAES Ll BRel FERAR nfgtke] Bz Aok )AL et Bk
shed -2 WHE 43) BRIl B8 7l R Teign A7 @ Kidl oE
Organizational Diversity 7} 2] &= #%{k9] 2 9 Hi/TL o wlgEs] Atz g2, o7

~

2 Power 7} [Efuge) ERE{bE HREE, Bureaucratic Structure 25z} k{3 Ll dcbz 2 2
s

Llg=t 22 fdte]l HEgelehx dbebnl Hfiel % B Wi 4 %8 F 98
ARkl BEtE otogo] R WA Roh. @SEITSME] A A Stafl BEGES] AEER
el AdAE ol F MR H¥ES @ik 2, 2R 1 d9 KA-E Unprogrammed
9 Aoz B3, debd FHE SHE OE o, T ShS MERR Tt BEe e
HrzA 2 98 zlel vk, Kol Line 52 =l o] Py¥%ic] Programmed % Zi o] 3 L1y
Centralize 3| 3 Weber it} riftftsb ol elA1A] b= 213 42 @ 4 ek ol 8A 4 47
BRIl Al o) g#bel SRR SRRl wWiEoh [ikgel WA 9l &axE nig, =17
Potiekel igel RS BdTele Bk st itEEME FlES EEdle Bies d9x
sk & JhE BuhiEE)e] Diversity o BgES RifRRSH L, TR Diversity £
IOEEE MBS E A EmReke zlol e %S vl St Mgl AFMez
FETYE T Sle Aol opdrb A4 e Lk AA EElw i E Centralizes) Chicago
THigst 7 2 Decentralize ¥ New York Port Authority 519 HRJ4EES 7= @) #%
Fb EEESA ek She Azl A v Helh

[N

(24) Simong Program Elaboration function, Broker function, Entrepreneur function © = e, o]
7% Change %52 Initiator, Advocate, Adopter ] o] 4 w= = o 2 4§ 2be) e},

(25) James Q. wilson, “Innovation in Organization; Notes Toward a Theory,” in James D. Thompson,

ed., Approaches to Organizational Design, University of Pittsburg Press, 1966, pp. 198—203
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