it IR

@& &% 2

(—) M

MRBIRWZ 0 AFH s BB 273z Agtee] 2d F43% s Afs BENE
TRy (goal dirccted) ol Ao Z B Hol: ofF 7 TEAHQ #Ehe] gl A 2 5,
MRS HRERAARH LvdY o 5% EHid ol=r7bA mEEE A A
F Bl Hvel sz M BiEs BHe el 7 Bmed A¥HEE Aolgk
AzE 2 A 2o zEdte T WMo E 3L HRMOE Y BEme MEFELRR
Bie] REZ -Yol & Zo|u},

284 E B T7stn AE7A BRRLE S HBRE S I 4% #E (rigorous  tool) 2
A BHEAA A Fea vk LEd BIEERS AMgol 438 BHAS YUz 9= AL
o] HE RO AFE BA AFRE QSR obdet ABATEEREES Sk =&
HERY HAE 2584 AEel= & 5
Higkel = Bl dohe 3R Tol M A7 22 2ad LolAxl iRk BEE €
2 Aol 27 oz AEesr] A& & 196504/ EodAeld. 2 Adde W7 B

bY)

< A2 B g3, SERERY GE BES Wasted T3 EFozA KAEf ¥
ol 9t Ml & HME oA Rz ERt G = ik Bl +dE e A
Z9o 78S o @A 2t e o AL RS 284 T4 Bml =
A Fel bl A As Zol AzstAl gokeh. AABEMS REkS BRT AL &AW

oz FA= EIfg (official statement of goals) S eim] = o & wolEel = &EA AfRE
ol gt

19504 kol Bol Mgk AT TAE FEE WEE webl AL MNEAREY I
g A4 T & AW, 26l KT EE HIGE 24 AL dG AR FAL
4 ge dole-

A, 10404 ko] o] MEBRET) HFY M3 BNS AEEAL] Ade M
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WRE Bl AN BEd KEsle e FEmcrs $08 92 B= o
© 25 3 H3eh olad REmREe s Hrsle AEEY BLS Bk B
of £t A st AYst 4.

=4 Mt gRolztn Bejof & 4% LS b HEBRESe) AXMAMST HEHY
HE(complex institution) 2 3w B¢ 4EY By S48 9§ AEm HEDS
bt = e A AU AMe 2220 EHS K Bms BHAZ & o
€ Rie AAWez 441 HS 400 wolSoln BBES £S5 %4 =5l

AA HMERARE WEshe A%EY MLAY e de FHasRy mgke &
= SE AR 2o ete] Mgk FANRAL ik o8 BEF MRS 2o
ol Eul T ARIEGE#M | (people changing organizations)o] o] & Hze= Twagdoh. ol
AHR EEMES A #EHe Bie 7H Aol FHs ngdormz o & Wasts AYE
<= B & TAZA e S5k e Hns AR #0586 2 BRERSY %
AL % B3t BEAA s HES £EBme 9L 4 A A 23dz ARWO
2 and B 449 Bise ohF § dode A 5 A Jdd. ol BRLS
HEYEL RS A2 o] ol & #4787 (conceptualizing) & £R 34 = Aot

M1 Bl BRREEA EES 2o 4 AL djtyy A8 A dop
TE f:EER (production goal)e] abekstel kel Hiye Foolw AAz 2AE of%
A kol ¥ sk, MY B EEAM ol AgS Ao, Mg Bme o9
A WE S EBE s e 59 A T Pl g, oldd WRE sigmcd
220l o] Eul [HAKAYL (Goal Models) o] BES FAstA Hch. BavEAIEe] s
7t wo Aol wet iR Bivele e sbA o] & s Hxz AL #Hik
ARE 9% GEMLE Bt Zodsh 5. Brlne fiEke] Axs ER%
o el o] Eul TESHIER ] (System Models)Eo] ZBatA =gl o1y B &
Ael ¥ 8ls dA =z Afanpiee B 4984 =

By fame]l MBBEREse] AR 43429 F4S'8 4 dodd ¢4 ARy
Balol- 1 BREE Folol T A k. o] Fe A HEEEY FRAEES 017 I8 #iHE

22 HiyBkel == #$#L2S fHese BEEES 2 Ao

l

i

&5 I HOEEERC Al & 7ee BrsEis 8RR 443 FRE FAA
2@ e ALEx FAHEE old s =lA T o
(Z) BeRRIDL MGIRE
A ARPTEe BRGHES, R ER)L Az g4 Zdd ozlg TR ge
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WE, 5, HE B BHEo 2 kHshs AFEe] glth @ ol Sehd HAyEe AL
MAHT S Efz(uninz 2 EBke) UME oo WMAMMS HHe T4 mE
Bo] % Fe B S gl Hmlol AT EMED BHETS FeaA HEAYE @
#Eo BfEE 29z gde vsl 4o 2o

@ BRME : EmEES A% BMe MBNSWEY fBio s A= Bt & [
M A G Hivel kel BUEDES Iash: Hioma WM BEM
(primacy) & >tAlch, EEERe] WFSHE HEHES M Aozd @S Foal
B Eme ] 9% AEM BEGE Be Bl v Aol odd HmA o
St MG AR —HTe ¥ 5 glov MESFRY @M WA Rk

@ WHER : o) RS Mge TANE 2EM EE =x @ik S WML 29
BaEIETIO A ¢ el el A7 YR (prime attention) & 7 So]x) @w oW ALY
#keI B o ol Bul #eEAy EF(functional requirements) & w3 478 4 oA @},
WEEES A 2o Acd HpiEHEud $9% Al

ok 2o EMEAS MEPERE FET Yo HMMAS BEEAD 2= fEms o
YA e @iEl) Qo el EWE TalA dhx HRERO Y X It WA G HEE
Hke] gLt YobE AL o Fmd T FAL ¥ 4 Yok met Bk g
g A9 ] FREE AL AuhE Bl (over-simplification)®] FizEol s o5-wo] st
AE s ARtk AA AAY MRske Ax MEf(mislading)el  Aold o
oF B 3 B oY BE aE AL e e HEel o)

© BRBT Y BE: Him AEE SEAE we Ak AEENTS BRAE D
wel B Hme B ARAEd wek 943 MRS vA S e
2ol FolA Epy(ARM AEEEDES ERNY) 9% AHm BHGz J4d99E HAH
WS BIvES mEBS A 2o Be SEHEY 49 FROE 2g: i
A SrelA ¥ B Rifel £9dhw dlob ¥ KRS MMES HuERY TAES
ol Hdz gk

HAER MRS Akm BME WAl Wl 3o MEEAHEdA To
¥ FAL ok Bie FAANE ny A7 =4 Axe et Bl REEE
HEEE £A.23Y Adeel Hivel MWE-mA BMBRS EGHEY ME, 2wl B
B, Bvel % wE, Hiod AREES R 5o Qrawd 34, Akmes =i

N

i
0

(1) Amitai E zioni, “Two Approaches to Organizational Analysis: A Critique and a Suggestion,”
Administ. ative Science Quarterly (Vol. 5, 1960), pp. 257-278; Joseph A. Litterer, The
Analysis of Organizations (John Wiley & Sons, 1967), pp. 47-48; Perry Levinson, “Eval-
uation of Social Welfare Programs: Two Research Models,” Welfare in Review (Vol. 4, No..
10, Dece nber 1966), pp. 5-12
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2 Bmyr 449 Bme 9% 4 dos A& Fasgd B4, A8 T B &
TE5 9% FEel B33 Aol oz 222 BMS MR - BB F dv FEHe AL
4A Hg o A, B B B FASE B SEE Aol BEMRE MEM
oleb 7 & sl eh, A, M BE—Hvel ohd= & Hiy(multiple goals) & F
ol ¥A Hrh

N

-4
ol
rir
N

B3 Fow BES EEY e MR 2 ol st mme =wel g
2 P S AWCEEBN oA Qrhe AL ohlP S A M
me By 22 Az vt A TS HHO Hiel SRlYend HEvETe) Gt
e WAt FESgor N BRI @ e R TAE ol At #
WEWS A% 9o 4% BERS CHEMEE | (Neo-Goal ModeDo] 2 #-210F ¥ 2 2
FAWEE REC HolAwE ¥ MES AUshe Wgmts THe Az

@ BRI BROKERIS| SEER T BEMIBINCl S 2 YA Bl AR kS BMiEA
Hs A dudh BHEAEL A HRY ARmd =v BENL EEENHEY
E ool % siwbdel: RIS BRESG BH =v #ES Siete Aol 2o Sosige
HEE AT B8 e AEENE bzt o MEEHS TR AEBNS ER

= stotm B, @kel RREAAC & Bk = el iRy B i

Mol ol AR FMY Hpd bR Zeoldta By HEMERS UHE

Hig RS Aoz BES Jeh] ART AL AMMGRRY o TelA vz
Aoz etk F, M/ AKX £EEMS ERE bl ARBHAESS WE =<
&y B (social efficiency) & FAlol FF el ok s Aoz By ARSI P 2E e
Mkl ¥ Heolx Foix el Hiy =& &Rl Sle& st

HED R Ee] A BroY) M = HES B A Bnste g AEHE

(2) e z., Caplow identifies three criteria of organizational success: (1) the performance of obje-
¢ ive functions, (2) the minimization of spontaneous conflict, and (3) the maximization of
s: tisfaction for individuals. T. Caplow, “The Criteria of Organizational Success,” in K. Davis
ad W.G. Scott, eds., Readings in Human Relations (McGraw-Hill, 1959), p.96. Likert
i1 sists that the traditional theory of management is based on scientific management. As a
¢ nsequence, it calls for measurements that are concerned with such end result variables as
p ofits and costs, or with such process variables as productivity. Management needs to make
e ‘tensive changes in the measurements now being obtained. It should take into account
s ch factors as the levels of confidence and trust, motivation and loyalty, and the capacity
o the organization to communicate fully, to interact effectively, and to achieve sound
d cisions. Rensis Likert, “Measuring Organizational Performance,” Harvard Business Review
(Vlarch-April. 1958), pp. 42-43
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fro) RS LEH AR ER dve BEE ¢ btz gl fl2 e Georgopoulosst
Tannenbaum ] Fiige € + Sivh ol&E2 =& Mk T5d& Fo3 B#E (common
objectives) & (1) ¥ EH, (2 Aste EEhd AT BEE O B AW EHEY RF
olzta M. zzltel kel BURESE FHE A (D HE £&E, O A%
Bk, (3) i H#NS BEEMEIT X0 R sojo I g @ o] & S Etzioni
= B AERNd Fid AR BskA Y BEiie] Bk =v BRI £ 5
= AR AR BRUR A" MY ERRBEEAE BrfislY ke R
sEe wET = o 5, MMEPE BEE2 Bmd lov 2 Bl S idy B
T AEEE 949 gdue Ag.®

Litterer= Hifo] £fFete s &5 22 393 BEES T8k ddx s, =2
b AR #REe (D BRER, 2 Hale O &, (O ABES #E il
ol Tell A BanEmRel T BLE 7 Rol HRysiRlels ¥7tx #ige] =5 RS 74
£ Zo] Bl eilolzt feh @ v BrERE AEHMS] EReE BERIY o223
FEAol wgBt Zeolth 9o viskA KeeS (D L£EBM, @) HKaBm, (3) BEEm,

(3) Assumiig that the organizational system maintains itself, the most general and most impor-
tant cc nmen objectives of organizations are: (a) high output in the sense of achieving the
end resalts for which the organization is designed, whether quantitatively or qualitatively;
(b) ab lity to absorb and assimilate relevant endogenous and exogenous changes, or the ab-
ility of the organizations to keep up with the times without jeopardizing its integrety; and
(¢) the preservation of organizational resources, of human and material facilities. We define
organiz ational effectiveness as the extent to which an organization as a social system, given
certain resources and means, fulfills its objectives without incapacitating its means and
resourc 2s and without placing undue strain upon its members. This conception of effectiveness
subsun es the following general criteria:

1. C-ganizational productivity;
2. C-ganizational flexibility in the form of successful adjustment to internal organizational
canges and successfu! adaptation to externally induced change;
3. aisence of intraorganizational strain, or tension, and of conflict between organizat-
icnal subgroups. Basil S. Georgopoulos and Arnold S. Tannenbaum, “A Study of Orga-
nizatio: al Effectiveness,” in Amitai Etzioni, ed., Readings on Modern Organizations (Prentice-
Hall, 1369), p.81

(4) Amita Etzioni, Mecdern Organizations (Prentice-Hall, 1964), p.18

(5) e.g., J hn M. Phffner and Frank P. Sherwood, Administrative Organization (Prentice-Hall,
1960), p.407

(6) Perhap: a more general way to put this is that any organization must fulfill several import-
ant fu: ctions if it is to survive. Among these are: goal achievement which defines overall
objecti es and develops sets of subgoals to be accomplished by positions, departments, and
the lik:; (2) an integrating function which sets up or facilitates those relationships that
permit the efforts of individuals and organizational subunits to be effectively coordinated;
(3) th  adaptation of the organization to both the environment and its own internal requireme-
nts anl, to some degree, the adaptation of the environment itself; (4) the acquiring and
mainta ning of necessary resources in the form of personnel, machinery, technical knowle-
dge, et:. Joseph A. Litterer, op.cit., pp. 148-149
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R 15 9 gl BT Bmez BB samd Bve FANE B I
% 9% Aol

Scheir & 1) ZAkS THBIKERR | (system-level criteria)o] =} FFEa of vhx
FAGe. 2ol a EHEDY BETS MENAL AR FERS 2 ¢ 5 0 @
o a7 NEHFES HEez AdstE AL (1 EEE, QHDRR ) FEEEES
9 () 198 FEEol T ™ o8 @ HART L BMEZel A4FA 23oE WelA o4
@ Wl Aol et 245 QT 2e 419 N BEEES 44 U 9B Hmos
BEY - 9= AL ohith 2ew Scheins AEFEBS Higol Jrhs AL wo} S
= A %t

EA ¥ W 49 WHEMS BEBe Az HEm Ao ohde ¢ F v WE
v Az 798 B Yod Az AL MUHRS A= o #ium B
o #k WEHEA R HEOLN WHEHe 2 B4 Aold velxe WE oA @
%, 2Dz W Byl BWEAS ERIHE BEIGZ 4249 FE fd B
BT BAG - k 293 EIRIISLe] Bl ol weldl WA HAlS WEsts 914
AE B yEatEe ERtEe ot 9o 323 Aol

(=) Brh2l Erket B

OF:-EER
MBS famedel Mg ERdEE A9 Rty —#nes 28 4+ 9
o ole @ 44 EHBAS M&T Pt AREc Aee ddd Brlee 33
e mHold. 2o A Bwe BT AEES 4BE A4 244 A9 A
So] 27 gt BUMATIE A% 2 B ME (anderstanding)o] TH e} &R
of AAcIA e Tukel FAALY HAHGRIY AL B oF F ook Hwigel ols
2ol £ET FKE 7ML S 9t M (variable concept)el AL BEZOIR B 2o

(7) S:zhein proposed to define effectiveness in terms of system-level criteria. He viewed organiz-
zions as adaptive, problem-solving, organic structures. And, acknowledging that every
s ;stem has multiple functions and that it exists within an environment which provides
L apredictable inputs, he asserted that a system’s effectiveness can be defined as its capacity
t» survive, adapt, maintain itself and grow, regardless of particular functions it fulfills.
11ferences about effectiveness have to be made, not from the static measures of output,
t 1ough these maybe helpful, but on the basis of processes through which the organization
: pproaches problems. He concluded that a system-level criterion of organizational effectiveness
11ust be a multiple criterion involving adaptability, sense of identity, capacity to test reality,
:nd internal integration. Suck Hong Oh, “Three Problematic Concepts in the Study of Public
, ffairs: Systems Approach; Organizational Health; and Development,” Korean Journal of
Dublic Administration (Vol. VIII, No. 1, 1970), pp. 222-223; and Edgar H. Schein, Organ-
1 zational Psychology (Prentice-Hall, 1963), pp. 96-109
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weh a2e 24 FAsr] whEolde AE AF4Ed o8d Pz & 4 9. 2
2y BRofEs & EfEsHA rA kA g3 BMEES A9 48T Bwel 9
< AA s = el GE B FE& FuEA 2Ax EAY == 2% By
Bas BRZ-= o] SolAde &4d Helrh 2¥dx 2¥da (FPsA5) Baded
3 RES- 22T FF Witz gioh. BT #E HRERE (a body of knowl-
edge on orgaiizational goals)ol A& Fi3l7] 918 Hpes BHEE 9 254 »
23kt

Brofias] o oA 2 FERE ol F+ BMARY iRe BES ¥ 59 9.

A, AT 2o FAT Brfes ARAmez 2938 Hipol OME} "M B

98 ARk Aolth, BRBRIE AAsh: AlREel AR Bwst Hi5m Bie o)
THAA 2 Ax vlay L dojg, ®

=7, A8 HEe Bivs BRI Aol Hikdlv odestA Eale Hpe 9L
AA 2 Jet.

A, #igkel 7H 27k Higel ERel EEEY] Bl AAY A= £ 34 ot
T Ao, 2 v iR ZF-?L%}—E A7tz Br9-S HEHTREI A Y S5 MG

o

diA, g =2 KERY Fg(dependent phenomenon)elth, Hfhel By BT

T -t BEE Aol BEMGE MEMY Ao MEREMT BHEEY 3
wpzk7hA o] o

(2) B89 &8

Mg el A £3] £ F 3t BAEMRES X HFas kB 2d g, @
A 7R W Rl HiE R By (societal goals), 4 B (production goals), e Eiy
(investor gous), fEHidEFyy Bay(system goals), ¥ JEARY Bay(derived goals)& w3k
.

O #Ht® y Bo9: 7B A48 FFY B2 A MR HilSm kol —ime.
2 Foiglrb i e Bivelvh. dAd e #Hawnd Bavel RERIQLZT BRI

(8) Etzion emphasizes the distinction between real and stated goals. Amitai Etzioni, Modern
Organ zations, op. cit., p.7. Perrow distinguishes between operative goals and official goals.
Charle; Perrow, “The Analysis of Goals in Complex Organizations,” American Sociological
Reviers (Vol. 26, 1961), pp.854-865. Emery distinguishes between formal and effective goals.
James C. Emery, Organizational Planning and Control Systems (Macmillan Company,
1971), p.117.

(9) The gral categories discussed here have been adapted from a number of sources. Most imp-
ortant among them is Charles Perrow, Organizational Goals (mimeo., University of Pittsburgh,
1964)
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A7t e A E TAE A 2ole BEEE o7 A @

Parsor si= Fffy & #Ee] i (type of goals or functions)e] =2} MLE AFehaA AL
Faol ) TR AL S, BERY £ EL fBAetE #lEL(organizations oriented to econcmic pro-
duction, Briay BS BXsE 4 (organizations oriented to political goals), #ierihE
By &% integrative organizations), B %Y & (pattern-maintenance organizations)-5-
TFE8¢ of. o]wol Parsonsyt 23 Sl B#LES M&S HLgmmd —i2n BEs A
18l . 4o) k. 4 Etzioni, Clark, Diamond §-o] & Fe]AAx oo} v &g Bl A
1% & 4 o 0V

gd e 24A EMEAS AAn FANA MBS A S olw o
v 2 F4A Bivel A28 % 2g FAAd BEBRY BHE ot =8
+ £ 9 Yok &9 ARAcEs M Hitamd BARE A9 AAelst =
=5

@ £ EB® . LEHMCI T AR EE#E =v AEEH(production function or pro-
duction serformance) o] g Bayes Boh. AEER A3 BHE H2  oloprldtE A
L Mk S8 BEST AESETY N BIRE Aol oidle AAR ok HIS HEERE
L B IS MY ME—3t EiE(single standard of value)o 2 4ol flikel ias
Ph(effec iveness) & whalioh. MBEMS BEIF e AL ¢ Fol= 54T RBE
(qualific itions) & o= ¢ AF&8 2 Hiyelshe o2 A HEFNT 15 8 Aol
g flfkel TFABhe AN BEe AEFEDS Yk ddxr B NfdAE
A FE BBl Y #BEEY AEHMC Had s Aoz HEd

AFEE B9 R HAY - FBO S8 (means-ends hierarchy)o 2 stotd 4 gloh. &, 4

%

32,

e
N

._{
)

EENS BRE FoHolx dubdel BMeR Hu HA 7449 HSE oldA Ax
EEs . B Qobe Zeoldh ol HWEE FAEE AAZ st AEHNS oA F
JhA B ER KNS 4§ vk 2 dhvr —ARAY EHEA(general output goals)ol®] & &}
Vi A4 E{EF B (product goals or operational goals)e] o},

—ip) EHEMS AEENEES R Sd HATe ASzA HmS e XE
(genera type of output)el] #3 Hfeloh oL mAov Fgle AetEd dlde #M
el 1A= —yy EEEols T = k. oA @ —My EHBEMAE BEMY T8 =

(10) 7 alcott Parsons, Structure and Process in Modern Societies (The Free Press of Glencoe,
13600, pp.45-46

(11) : mitai Etzioni, A Comparative Analysis of Complex Organizations (The Free Press of
( lencoe, 1961); S.D. Clark, Church and Sect in Canada (University of Toronto Press, 1948);
¢igmund Diamond, “From Organizations to Society? Virginia in the Seventeenth Century,”
. lmerican Journal of Sociology (Vol.63, 1958), pp.457-475.
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T HEY A 2T FAHA HEol 2 YA 9 AR SERBHS HEHL
P A4 ERE 29 T o £EFBEENS REFEH FEA A
¥E AAE T gl Beld. £2EFRAENS —BH BB T Eme g 1@

—#kiy E1Eme MAfls Thompsonst Batese] Bgfe]A ol ¥ < 9ok, ZEL MR
A W i echnology)el MRS — i EHEHA o S D& o)A Lok A
HoEdtel gtk Selznickd MfEl —ikfy EHBEWE FR 8ok 3t MES FHAHA 4
EREMS {iREI o9 &% w2 =7Hs WES v A @@

vlad kil REEHEBERY BEE J1&d WERE Janowitz, Perrow, Street I
Vintero] 9] 1 BH7e¢l Selznicke] & P77l ok ¢4
A @ HWEES Bl BEEY Hivolst #Hlkd HES A= A2E] 9xst: BHE
k. BEEV A Fete Bl MRS ok Bel v EEMY RES =dd
oh. MRS FYEEEY X At oW HES AE Ao riddd. BEES B
FliE#SA [iex] Reoh. Rk BRES AARES AV A &80 F&el Eobrt
A golgte @ffe] T e BIkEEY BYUoE B3I Aeld.

BEES E e Tod Abeto]l 48t Bl 7t ? J(whose image ? Yo Achste] ST
Hig 7bd shvet & ¢ deh ez B ERENEY —8= 2o 49 BHEEY
Hegel EiEr22 B B Z =& 22 oidet & = o BEES Efelzste
Has AL = wEEY e 9 BEN BERo =AY FEXKY BAvol MAfl o4
g v A xR BAT A Eolth. EEY Biel Al vXE 9L £4 HHie
Flz = Perrovo] 9% P59 Burton Clarke] o3 W s &5 vt Perrowi iEmL#R
of BET A e AV EY HEM HES wolv AR B 2438 A& uEd
= Aol & el mlAE AR g gs FA43A o Burton Clarke #3539 5
fyo] EREEO EiHel F-&tas @ KRS BHE AV Bae ARSI WY

(12) James C. March and Herbert A. Simon, Organizations (John Wiley & Sons, Inc., 1966,
p.194. Ve can arrange the means and ends in some kind of hierarchy. The goals at the
higher 1 vels of this hierarchy are not, however, operational; i.e., there do not exist agreed-
upon cri eria for determining the extent to which particular activities or programs of activ-
ity cont ibute to these goals. At lower levels of the means-end hierarchy, the goals are
operatio: al—we can measure the contribution of particular activities to these goals.

(13) James Taompson and Frederick Bates, “Technology, Organization, and Administration,”
Adminis rative Science Quarterly (Vol.2, 1957); Philip Selznick, TVA and the Grass Roots
(Univers ity of California Press, 1949)

(14) Morris }inowitz, Charles Perrow, David Street, and Robert D. Vinter, Organization for
Treatme 1t (The Free Press of Glencoe, 1965); Philip Selznick, Leaderskip in Administration
(Row, P:terson and Company, 1957)

(15) Charles ’errow, “Organizational Prestige: Some Functions and Dysfunctions,” American
Journal of Sociology (Vol.66, No.4, 1961); Burton R. Clark, The Open Daoor College (Mc-

Graw-Hil , 1960)
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@ Bl By o] Hpgd Mol st ibdny AEREEA £F(survive), HESF
(mainta'n), @M (adapt) == FE(grow) st Sol A3 Hwolch, oy HHIRIO) o}
soEE i gl BT AR Dlte]l Atz 9l o) Eub HEER) BaEL o gl
ey 3m9el @Yz & 4 9l

BalK +e Hivel #3iE £4ES v oz 4% HEeEs ol Baumol® 434
Mol FgMcrchs s s Ed e Hp9e Al Aot AdeS <ok wEk sk
Granick 2 #i%e HEBM, 28 Messinger= fl#ho] £EHMWN 24 22 BLE B
Ank Gt 4o

® R ERY BRY . ol AL Mk {F7EY EBezYH RAES = Bveld. MRkl FEhst
A el AUw e EE A FE AEA o BHEY HE E0EA She
WRARY IR0 S 4 ok MR HERC vo v Mem wirE: fA%EE EmE
IRER) 3899 Bzt @ < ook

RN B SRS T T2dd Fe4E sk Aol okdEx o 2y k&
g B BkE Hme RE =5 RS s AVt 2 4 . 2EA H8 22
o JEAIY Brvol® Aol AERME NBsAY dEBAMC FHEde aFAS A 2
th. Sill: v} Starbuck B9 fLiFo Amshe] kAR BHE oFHoh 07

o

D Brvel B &8

e M-S KiFmel= WM BRel T ALK B MM Y 2E
o] ZH FFsE A2l MBSz #EE ol st Aol Rl ARE o Aolw. o
A et d RS ol EREs FAE Bfvel AR EER MEE bz A EA rE
e 20 ol Th MRS TR R E A H019 TS el EEpste Aol M
skel iSEES Brd BHS Ase B #5H2 Al o E BEREd #is =
Aoty el ok § MY Higel Lol BE & Il HrvEel BEE ks
deb P Bl AEEMLRE & A B Bivel AERMY #EE &6
A% 3 R HEROHY BEMGE 44 « T ok

Bye FEECL GoFd wut ol et HEvim- ool FH (sources) % £RRE, HEvel MLERA

(16) Villiam J. Baumol, Business Behavior, Value and Growth (Macmillan Company, 1959); Da-
v d Granick, The European Ezecutive (Doubleday and Company, 1962); Sheldon L. Messin-
g r, “Organizational Transformation: A Case Study of a Declining Social Movement,” Ameri-
¢ 1 Sociological Review (Vol.20, 1955), pp.3-10

{17) Lavid L. Sills, The Volunteers (The Free Press of Glencoe, 1957), pp.62-69; William Sta-
ruck, “Organizational Growth and Development,” James G. March, ed., Handbook of Or-
g inizations (Rand McNally, 1965)

— 125 -~



fhol WA= 4R 5 AR HED Ao d zed kel Bmvolele EAF obte &
stolehe MR RS olssted ol % MY F v Lol 2EE Mg Bivel 3
& Y TAES Eeled 29 RERM ARl MEste AL Mk Foeske A
FE HE 7oA BEY A e+

MMEAA R - Bl FT G ENE REsle A ofdx et Bk &
BEZ wob Udh. o Aol 3 Aw7bAle FEe #ugmels A g -8
ol FLE Reole A=gdz 44d

1714 HnEEe] kel 43 At e Bams MFRm) o2 Aeis BIBR
2B e FAS @R 2% @obA RS #oste @b ole @ ol A= B
W - #4320 @M Eigel BR YAE 3 5 de Aol

(O BRBES] #iE
ool £713te BB s £EHMS ez Y A4std HrvEge s T

24 A0 B Hivel BRL o7l Ayt mi §35e BEY + goest
2w
@ B EERE(distortion) o274 AEHINE Aol o (A—MMe] Bi5ie)) L

& (productio 1-mix)o] HEHE = A& ¥k £EBR JUlA MRy ERERNC = 85
o] Qlxm AEEABME Aol $ATY =& el HehAE HEEY Hmys#dEhl Aol o).
ol e} g BF) e waA s (mild) By #E)o = ol

HEvfile] | LEEES AEETY AEts BES WEsted A vEdE 497 gdgx
ot EEE frdle 2 RREES SFEMSE MES £ AE dATD FRme
B fiEsly] LAY FEREd AR o o8 sbx EERES A5 AES Y ke
Bmoz 4 Vs 4 iHEM BlEe] ol AEEMNZFTS FAF s Wl WMEe]l
T EEEHN TS £F3] 7] o ukd e TAAG LEEMET) MEs] of 7
X Aoz v 2 FaA ¥ AFEHMETY B Lo Afelw W SEEEHE
b EEER 9 E/E vbTel A4 "o 09

Perrowt 83 fiEe] & #HESETEEEEY #7050 debxd o Hiyfe] b
wEho]l dof +& BRE BED v ok & WETERES Pl dd oo BEM4 A9

(18) Types of goal change summarized here have been adapted from a number of sources. Most
impor:ant among them is Amitai Etzioni, Modern Organizations (Prentice-Hall, 1964), pp.
8-14.

(19) For most purposes it is necessary to express goals in an operational form that permits quan-
tification of plans and measurement of results. Nongquantitative goals are, of course, also
emplo ‘ed; but quantified goals tend to drive out, in Gresham-like fashion, all other goals.
James C. Emery, Organizational Planning and Control Systems (Macmillan Company, 1971),
p. 117
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TBF: A A2 dolrHs A4S FAsg o ool FEBMe BEEK] By
RAEN A/ g dEo £EEWE Aol LEED S stz dv. AXMe

2 i d AEEM S5 1 g4 velve Aol AAAA AEEREMHS
Hape e HAF BT FHE Aol Zydvhz Froh

@ B 152 FEi#i(succession) : shte] Hifyol 2 FHAS & HMOR ZEH & WEY
s ol ot 29 iEketd HEyol ERAHEINAY 25 TEERY 450 By X
7t 4 Ave Flo] BEoloh

HiE ol 33 AF7A9 ke A9 AR £EBN 23504= 53 £LEFABED
o EiE ] BT Aolvh. HmE # PEEA g de SIAgE AL @ Sillsy E
B /NGy £ E (the Foundation for Infantile Paralysis)ol 33t fH%¢o] o}, 20 o] HAE-2 /i
FEES R85 JRel I BERMY RS RSV Sishe] #ard Aol gtk BT
BEREZ NSIAREECE A9 b sl BBy - BIRT Wt hRasEREe o £EEHE HA
HAoh ol % Arz M @iEE £x dRAAT ST gl ARS adE EAY
7] 98 BEiRS EEREES ERe e A2 AFERNS AN TR kS FHEA
Zrh o AL Ame SERERHA Fol Yol HERMES flol vk ek HiEROl T
Aol delvte B it o 2 ZoE A"

@ HI99 & 2 Mk (multiplication and expansion) : EF7EstE Bigel 423+ EWY
o] AV BEfESFE B " #RAE As w84 BN Hike A—3 B
o #E} BAPE e BEmEsheld. B Bt HEEMY 57t gelve A
ool REEme B AL wddd. RAEEMNY BAL REHM BhiE < 4l
g &4 gloh zel v BEAshE IR EMEC] dded 2o A AEEGS Bl g4,
a8z (eEHM £AERMLIE BEfFee AERMI 22 FY HEL LEHMC) B
M clez mopep e ‘

Eigyel &8st ke =3 & 4 ol Hov#se fiEste Ao B sERERC G
Higs o sE2FRaEe] Fash Zelde A$E 283 =87 ool BiERe 4d
of ol --2E A HpymERe $Emoldz 2o o BME BMmsA Y #kA Y= Aol
iio]u}

Zald ¢ Denton <) Hgat @ (the Young Men’s Christian Association)dl] 3 B
geofl 4] Tulles: %9 it (the Red Cross)o] 23 #iggel A 22 MZE LEEH

(20) Clarles Perrow, “The Analysis of Goals in Complex Organizations,” American Sociological
Riview (Vol.26, 1961), pp.854-865
(21) D:vid Sills, op. cit., p.64.
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@ B&yel fUE(displacement) @ LAl R oF F Fiy(legitimate goal) & oh& HAY
of RS HiEHe) EEEA Al Nkt A3 Bl = A foloh, HMle] &
B fRiiolv] BEfyste EET Bavel oHE Byel dste HHESAY #EMASE B
& ¢ BESE BS RFEA AR Brvd ool Biete B Emste
THES. FIORES 7B el M EES £EHGS O9E BmURERN Br)ol
fLiEsts 2o o o= BMNEE B FEel WEE & Aoz ddshs AxEe] 9
o fRkel  ABpel= Bl A MRkl FlEHMol A A VA sledd 28 FGHEES
EES AF AW BREGE AREHS REd LS Z&lA Hn EHaHE, RER
Br, MRS mEr S5 5 TRM fEe] BXRE J9 BT £ERNS FR4S
T BRe AuE Ame Aol

EEBEC] IRERR] 2ot REE T HRE A 2d) AR fEHE o stk o] £A
of AT W 2A E3 slAH e AL Michelse] iy BB SEf o) 2 el
Michelse] o} spd —kKWBl BREECHEENS M@ ER/ETLS HPEAES S0 Rbes
#g Ry e MRk" ASolf o #HEEDS B4 zed AR HEEES
el mhe RS BRR e AP S MfLE HEREsr] 3t ARERS ffEd I
A etz deb. zelshe] fige AEHMS Fimwld s Fste AA4e EES
A58 R 9l A2 vehve BRE wA S ok @9 %9 Clarke] [vhv b i H
of #F PIE 1A= MBS Fie] LEEMER fAsts BRS Atz Jdag®

Merton2 <F7k o2 Ztmold HEREBERRE 22 givh. o o s HHEMERke] BRA
o) f7RBel o F2 Fol AEREM BEcE 2 TR BT Hizkel © AASA @

el o]z & TEy HAEC o £mEBre REE Adddz 2
(2) BRY:Ze - BE)2| REL BF

ol Al oo 7] & wheh o] ikl By JIIrRy3l Gsolated) HiGRo] ob+ 2t &KfFavel B
Relw] WK Aoldh. MR Hru2 MRS BT BJ10) LEEMSHE shedl B
BEHE ZAeolw o)gA A BERE B 23 &l J3ke wAE Aol ¢y BR
B BME Figshe Zlo] okt #ES SEelA Hok e HiviREes BN A
o] obz} Fhikpelw] FHFolste] Ay EAlA Aol

(22) Mayer 1. Zald and Patricia Denton, “From Evangelism to General Service: The Transform-
ation of the YMCA,” Administrative Science Quarterly (Vol.8, 1963), pp.215-234; Foster
R. Dulles, The American Red Cross: A History (Harper, 1950)

(23) Robert Michels, Political Parties (Dover, 1959). )

(24) S.D. Clirk, Church and Sect in Canada (University of Toronto Press, 1948)

(25) Robert :i. Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure (The Free Press of Glencoe, 1957)
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olg:] Eu MAAHS BB #EA e Jdste, RMeE d4" A (sources)
E2 v & S3ske HigE WR-EEA7] = B8R =8 TREEY AdE o F dd. AW
Himel Fe 2T B RS 248 4T 7 dv HEE (balanced) BiRIE FEEAY)
= Aol

Elf 45K - 3ol FR el F3 Au7iAe] WiEs A2 AEBMY Bk EFl
F3 Aolw mF EBEFmE REH Aol &, MMkBES MR =& &) {FA(interp-
lay)sli- Sad BBE 25 G5ieA etz 2 —ifiube] Akstz glos el

IS K - EEel AW B zA daeo]l Ay Hns P Fehusl 24
Cyerts} Marche} Higo] glet. 9 o] 52 MfE A HFEHS BiahE (coalition)g H3
MRS HBaw EEHMS FRY LS TEHES M Ak Fdss EAS Y
#H(bargaining)el] ¢l stel MRtz s oh. whabA ke BiAHEiE (coalition  structure)
b 2E A el Mg AEBEME BEE "oz @

Cyert® Marchi= BHHES BEE AV v sld BlEEE BamRY —#
Btk general terms)e] GERE Bo] 8] BEESHE Bl o M2BE: AEY BME
A 7] L AMEA 7= ABINE B RC] ETE = Bt BiEARdA FEY 33
o] stA s MEE FE glv dolnz WEMFRS SN, JH7A Bave IEXM T,
BRI f (organizational slack) o] FRIES o] oldte] HEYE REA A Tt HIRMELE MRk
of W@ WEEsh BEe bl =} Wigel ¥ 4 (coalition agreements)§ #HEHA 7] =
el ol o

Perro vz bkl Hr0EE)S WHEshdA HIR 23 #RE A A8 b ¢ =g
mEE-e. YW (task areas), HEELRSH (authority structure) @ 4EpE B89 (operative goals) 9]
FHERAE sl 2FebdE ol o

Perrowe] ojetwl 2T M Wb FEH(tasks) & Fdejok oz doh vizba] 5%
2 A MRS MiSL, EE, R 23 Heo BAS St A, A MkiEEe]
%@ Aoz Dacceptance) HEF She 2, A LEG KIS HusE R, 295 4
MR MEAS WIS BWEsy B BT EEs: A 2@ oA EHS
e EEEC] AT A5 ARk M BRERC wel EEEY EM T ek 5
oleh. ol 2w b HENRE = EHSEE v R MEUsE e KW e
A sl old @ TRy fREl(dominant group)e]l EEHME EREA "ok vt
EHmUtFR od Aol of EEBFLE ke S MAEE s 2 ded Eikie

tt W

(26) Fichard M. Cyert and James G. March, A Behavioral Theory of the Firm (Prentice-Hall,

1263), pp.26-43
(27) Charles Perrow, “The Analysis of Goals in Complex Organizations,” op. cit., pp.67-69
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ol gk, 8 &2 MM BIES ZHEMFASE Aolr] A flike) BENS RET A= B

BEe Al vhevha BiRS § Akl BAtERegel whel B BHlY) s TRk
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mgol gk H /S LfFel v DEd A AEE AA Ad Az BIE He) e
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(28) James ). Thompson and William J. McEwen, “Organizational Goals and Environment: Goal-
Setting as an Interaction Process,” American Sociological Review (Vol.23, 1958), reprinted
in the 3obbs-Merrill Reprint Series in the Social Sciences, 291,
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