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o Elsok st ST LS RRR oS4 BUE, BRES, B TR 20U B
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1. $RZEE (Contingency Theory)

S Rmige] whE HER AR HHEESHA 8LaA Hol ot oldle A So] wirls] F
314 S glch(Emery & Trist, 1965). #igh WY #be ANy AMBEo Iy &R
Sholl whel #Hige] BEY (Autonomy)o] i BB o3t #/B# (Dependency)o] 7=
7] = Eel MRS HFHEES RESMLE & EEslx HiEslE fEhel 2 Al S
(Terreberry, 1968). ©f v} HiEel M 2%3 22 Q3 MEFY bt F5 A 7
donw REFHLY Bille] AR S E LT o u§ REREREY L9E B
sl FEIE $HEe] ©l% FE o) (Stoffles, 1982). ol walel o] BN T -
BRESHT HlalA = o]k MEIEAsIE AEES BEBAIERE] o R E: RE . &
B gom ot

e RS RERAA = BREMEE A9 EEEA ogstddrh Tayloryk Mayo 3
o] &Y HEEEL MA == £EY 4AFEKE Wi e SERIEY SERIE R RS
F9& Buk ohvzl, #4ALEY #AI Bk SRR ol od MEAAE #EMNOR
HATREs A TSl FES BT gl A BiEol LEMeIAR EidlE
TEES) BHEH) RMEERIL R Y &3S B WEHE 28 F ddE A (&
Jegk, 1982). ey Az 4ol HES = REN, HifRy, itéry B|IES #krl AR
2} B o) B9 B e ER/F JEET, olB@ 2RE Foldt REA BE
& zbekRr R (Contingency Theory)e] Z3slgl ol

ROLEGR- DHBRE /33 (Open Systems Theory), Ato]wu]® & (Cybernetics), H#RE
B 58 v = Vel Mo g, SETEEY &EE EERESY BiEsS A% MY M
e KT (Contingency)d] wiz} Ze}alvhi o] Eo] MAH Yt FlE B4, AGEREA
a5 SR A &= Chandler (1962) 8] “fHigHE#+ BI-& 3w} 2l (Structure follows
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strategy)” = B3R Ansoff (1965), Thompson(1967), Hofer(1975), Miles & Snow (19
78), Lenz(1980) &9 #H%E7t HE o1t MBgHES AA¢ REEHRA A= Burns &
Stalker (1961) & HMBHY M, HEN H@ BMEE HBEE ste Woodward(1965),
Thompson (1967), Lawrence & Lorch(1967), Aston Group(1969), Perrow (1970) =4
%7t A vhgiet

Thompson(1967) ] #1413} il (Proposition)ol] el &FEiES EReIE AHS &
#i4f5 (Core Technology)-& BR#ES THEE o236 KEsd fodzm doth o« A
R o9& A% BB FESL Buffering dlm o]A % oJe] & 72 z# = Smoothing,
Forecasting, Rationing ftcha ghe}. of=}qh HEEES MAMS BEES{Lol o BEreel
o Foll 4% EBgoletxz T 4+ 9}, Hofer(1975) & Business Strategy & jhoEst:= 7}
7 & BEHL #inFE @B (Product Life Cycle) 9] 7 Bffo]l . o] 5 Erfell wiel M2 B
Bgo] HESE Tabgich Miles, et al(1978)-& HUGTREE T2 RSREEY Entrepren-
erial Problem, Engineering Problem, Administrative Problem o] =313} EiEd & g
Hoha she] EREES RO R PR, RN, SHN, KEMAERE-S 2Rk d.

Burns & Stalker(1961) & HE #& BHAE BEM H5s AN A= ESsta
ol shirt 9E Hxo HFEMCE FRFE Aol itz Regsh. F BB wEd
of oA M S 2 FReA 2L slelE BRM Hife] =& Huke 72
2wk, BRiE] FHEEIL 28T o= HEH Akl Bt HES MR AfEEs
€ MRS A RES A dox AAsgch w94 2E B FHd Akt
FHEE R Fow MY Ahikel v NEMEE, MEES ML Jidkel RIS E
&7 obdstel W vk A¢ & 4 ATh{RMR, 1982). Lawrence & Lorsch(1967)
= BES BB AR A AY TRRES TRESe2 Jra A5 B Bee =
ik (Differentiation) o} #i#& (Integration).o 2 Jeluiic) o« #lEe) AL g
LEF ZHUEE o= AE ETHUL Hibo] ot A A gkl el e,
Rl Zste EFEMAL LS HEY =7t 25 2L DA Hhtte]l =0
= #RE #733eh. Thompson(1967)-& BIE-S L - REFE (stable-shifting), FIE -
% H (Homogeneous-Heterogeneous) 8] - Zkitel whe} 408 cell B2 E4Hsle 7 EIE
cell o] w2 FE#EL A& AlAstg ). Duncan(1972)9] A-+E BIEY #H#E (Com-
plexity) &} #hfiett (Dynamism)oll wle} HigEgE T bl & Btk o] Fol Ystad a4
L2 ZERIel L Bt RETAA = HPHEt 42 o) Foixix] g Akl fiky #
Al 3= BWE BBVEBE Akt B RLEL HEY+S St
2 #BF7e] FFEStE EHENE ®YA R WESE AR ERVES AL ¢ 5 A

Miles, et al(1974) & JRELEGRS st BB g A BEREL —d@
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‘B EREEEE DecisionPoints Map)' 2 & 4 94¢ FEA} 5 O ol E@et
<= K (Domain) & ETE} HAREE (Basic Strategy) o] il A3} BERE, @ EAK
BES] ATl E&RY Hiff (Technology)®] il gt BEBRE, @ Bm=st Biffid] &I
$HiEHE Y (Structure) o] a3 BAMRE, @ H#&S) K& (Organizational Continuity)-& {5
BEshyl g BEAE $22 Jehdoie Aelvh, 2elx RIGS g Atoldl v MK B
& (Contingent Relationship) 7} f#7Edl = BfR7t FE&sted okl B BRE7L 54
ehdda skt o]E9 RS del Lenz(1980)+= mBR= RIE, BEs, WiEY W
(Performance=f(Environment, Strategy, Structure)]® FoiEd 4 don & REE
nel REEY o]F BHY HEL e BREE 2o £ES v R/ ASE 1Y
b SEEEMES ¥Heo g sted ROIE RESHE AlEstgdtd SAEREERY Arde
SR 94 B AHRY MRdA Jehde REsx B 4 ook b4 BE
F=fE, B, R D A4 4 ok BES S, B Bt o] AUd B
BEAyel BB TOlA = ARS SR/m5Y BR M2 TEREA 3 £EHEY AL 5
§ #giol TRHAm, HEL OJE Ay s FEYT Hegsl AREEE B He
Aotk oheol A= HiffER, BE, BeS, % 2 Contextual Variables (el 305
A2 FYstrl 2 g

2. %37 (Technological Innovation)

Schumpter (1942) 7+ A £ #S HARMH-& SRR ALEH W (Creative Destruction)
d Qom HER MEBR LA BEXQS RS Lk BEE, QHE, A8Lg
B, EETE 39 54 HEgEFd 23 e WEsh dsizieh ol F HRd Sek
RS BEM kT4 SEEE BERSY B, £EE BX BEEK 3t
WA Bl Qlodl, ERAES KTAAE £EY KE - BRE RENHL REE
st $teg o 4 Ak o Bfs el BFe]l SMYTI HWERY HEsE LE
el ol & B '

EFY Bae FESTY HEE et A2 A /K HE $o2 fRdgT At
A5 £ B9 (Invention) 3} FM#EEZ wAY, FAE M2 ctelrle] HHgE TetAr, A
A Al At@igio]l MR ololrle] & wrebEol L BHE, EH{Le 2EES= 2
= Aolch(Zaltman, et al, 1973). & HENAE EHY EHT A 44 A2 T}
olel @ el HBER EEHES 2L EEH BE Hd Jv $e %S TAAE T
L] THE HETHD 9L EHE 495 ARd RUY 4+ A HA, Ho= Hl
e S 0% CETEN TRE KRBT 4+ A Hx dAe] AR (&LH - FEA,
1982).
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Knight (1967) = #@el 4 BT vl 7tx Eghell EpEsltd EFre oh-&sb 2ol H¥EsH
gtk

@ S5 9 &Y (Product or Service Innovation)

@ HE T (Production-process Innovation)

@ #iGHE%E$E (Organizational-structure Innovation)

@ ABy#3 (People Innovation)

% Hi (Technological Innovation) o]zt & #19 @3 @8 4% A 224 @ @F
&3 HEHEF (Administrative Innovation)d] w)a] RigEe] ®ad BBz, REES
A% 1 @EA Nask] dTel ) A¢ A TE FEE BHEF 29 A S5
AFKNAE WREFH AETEEFS 08T HEEFS SHRRo2 9.

Y BEe W fiRd =t q=lsbx ERle]l fRREla Ak g BED
Bt BIRE 9 sk A = FHZE (Initiation) BfEet EEE (Implementation) By
2 BB BE(Kim, 1976)¢) fEASS glaL, HEF B ¥BS #3+ ERS vt
= el A= 223k (Recognition), ofo]rle] J4pi(Idea Generation), RfEEMZH: (Problem
Solving), R FE (Solution), BEEE (Development), {E - #E8 (Utilization and Diffusion)
22 H5ehE 6 BHE $1R (Marquis, 1969) Fol A= gdxIqk ol 2 Utterback (1971)
o] HE3} oleldl o] Wk (Idea Generation), fHIFESZY: (Problem Solving), 5 - #&#k (Im-
plementation and Diffusion)®] 3B E4sHE HEHife] fiEMolT SHK AR 1t
of Tz YA ({FH - FERE, 1982).

ol Bl ¥ BEMA vl HEFS Wasle 45 BENEHA 93¢ F+ EREL
Expgel =t gE] vebdax oh. fIE Eo] Burns & Stalker (1961) 9] AR MigiEE
= EREMA = B AFIskA e BRI ddAE 238 79 $HRE 2ddrvtx
2 Hest A5k 9t (Zaltman, et al, 1973; Pierce & Delbecq, 1977; Kim, 1980).
ol s} o] @R W& WET FEF HEE T BEEY MRS 2o o A8 ¢ £
AA MFRul, @WES F2 BARAR LR A= dA 2 #HEY B8 7 B oz &
o2 kalx vl &l (Kim, 1976) & HEA A= &Y EH5E 3lA g&t

g EFd A3 HESS 1 AR S BRI HKRd <= BoEs deiAg A
St eBy FRd Ay EHM H89 #5E09 Btk (Structural Attributes) @ Contextual
Attributes of] RS T, LEBH WHREANAL JHEY HEE, ESHERES Person-
ality 5o BAL-& 7=, SBERY WA BEF, HE, RER S #hsled g} (Pierce
& Delbecq, 1977). 22v FHHHAES ol 2L BALS HRLR 332 . flg &4
Rogers & Shoemaker (1971) 7} EZ3 15004539 #H% ¢ 29 BAK KRTAA A2$ o}
oltjol 9] Bk, M2 ololrle] & wolEol: 44T MWtk BEH R HE A4
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4] Opinion Leader & #%| 5 LY HHEo= stz Yz, AR kY #FH, = B
Boahe] B4 AT AN A KED B FBHES A FE 4 Jdot 23 &
I HRES EAY B AREES B 2 RIEY P8 AR kY E£H
de o H#E5TE 24Tz ok (Kim, 1980). Baldridge & Burnham(1975)-2 ZBHeEig
+ HHEOE I WARANA BEAL FEMGIE B9 %51, o], BF 5] 2o AfEEY
GRS SEEE) 9 REY P8 o & AlAskx o Kimberly & Fivanisko
(1981) 4 JwBT Mol A EiliEs HRdAE Hig ¥ BEsErt BAYN B#Eslessd
FEREHIR], Cosmopolitanism, HEEFR FIEv+ HETS ¥yt 31 Bessant(1982) &
Manufacturing Innovation [TH2EH = vz £43 B AA &t Ao2q A4
B FAA AW Y BN RES S PES A BEHEE O 2U1AE AlAEg
ok AA, EF B8RS HHo 2 WEE, Initial Costs, EIGHRM 53 2 B ERS
SRS, EFEMY Mtk (Compatibility) §o] T4 BRZ Jelych =4, #8
# FEe 2 37 At BAfROh, FRIERECRE FIRTEENE, KB Sol, BUEW
o se B BE, BN HH 2 XBE 5o Fa3 BERE el

LA Est Zro] BifffdEdrel &S 3+ EHEL 9% FEFEshd )& fHFeskd &8 A
L2 SEE 4 Aok AH, HEEGS FHEN BEROR HINERY ARG FB, HEE,
S EA oY) WALtk REWENR $E § 4 dx, A, HfiiEd #EE 2 A
AR TG BEEOR HWEFA A% RESEREY WO ¥ X8 #EEY 2% 9
HT), AR U HRAY B, x4, A Bl 5% 4 doH, AA, BE
B BEo == BATEE, £, etn BR & BREN P8 T+ ERo2
5 A (&LFH - FEA, 1982). K WRAA = @8 BlEF 2ok Bifr 2 R
EBERES A8 M 7B ZEEE ZRIVIR O REKEREY WL 2 ZEe M
B Begol] g Ea G 2 BRAY #E S84 T HEEE H9Hd Jeld
Aol7l wfEelrt

8. ® i (Environment)

BARY e MR el 2 4 A8 Hie kEs: bt BEG s
94 BEERCE 2 4 doh. <k RAY Al BHEY Bkl EREstT seEm
22 ERsoknl fohE AAL oA Mol RE - BRIt W33 glo] AuiA RHE
7F =R HRHER, 1982).

@iae BES HEsed QoA F bR BEe M 4 9ok shie Al se4
§ REBEA BES SMEE FHEOE RNREES ARNBECR Jehdoh o4 RER
Mol MY S5 Hitol} EEZEEE Tit Aol AWBIB T Al ol FE
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a4 gk Fdgle]l HEMEMse BES T8t Aoz 3§ Bifce) ¥ #EE
=% & HRAAS RBfelsl § AMBIES AY{Y E 98 s BESEY
R g BREREEY IPA BIRE 94 Btz =k sk Aotk o+
Higo) BRRES ol dolA @il Mg MWL A9A FEstz 2o HES Wte
7t e A& YA T TEAE

Higd ASMBES FEBIE (Task Environment) s} —f3818 (General Environment) ©.
2 EHSY & Aok HERFolZ T Bl BERE ¥ HEERY A% BEEHRES
2 W EE0CE MBS tAL BEcRA EEY M@ @ EAS Jehddh ol
e —RREL TtE RY EE Egd EHUSA Jvelvte AR BEREE 96 2 &
Bt 92 @ v1A = Bl MEN . K HEdAe fF v FLE Z2E F
ERES WROE 5T o] & HBRE =t 5=t

Higs] —gBEo s Hall(1972)2 Ay, kM, BURK, BB, An, 48, 3ty
JF /A& §9la, Kast & Rosenzweig(1979) & 0{bdy, Bfiey, #BEH, BOsM, BW,
BAEE AR, i@, 8B 5 IEE €AY, Osborn, et al(1980)-& ik, &
Bt (Economic Climate), #E, ER) - Bt G& 44 da2 —REES
BB, By B, iLe RE, Boh - B BUE, KN RIBCE J¥dAlth K
Eo A AFd & REFRY MESE dvix] BFEg =& BREES ME And
E b BEKEEY A [k, KRR §H5ES Bind =8 AFBKLY BE Sl
M2e BEY Ao Hfstey Yo, 1982). ald —WERES REREY =
R 34 B AL obdH HES Hgel v BEEIR el #bL3tA 9. RERE
4 Dill(1958)-& MBi% (Customers), i (Suppliers), $iF# (Competitors), HHIER
(Regulatory groups)$] | EXZ E4stm 9, old Z#§ Duncan(1972), Kast &
Rosenzweig (1979) = %, BHG&E, BFE, nte&- BUAH (Socio-political), E#i#(Techno-
logical) 5 o4 EF=2 EHsta gdv}h. 4 Porter (1980) & ikl £RE Fol BEKE
(Buyers), f#t§3# (Suppliers), {R#Ef (Substitutes), LRy A % (Potential Entrants) 2
U9l e Jauch, et al(1977)-& B, B4GHE, BSE, #hE(Owership), HgE4& (Un-
ions), PE# (Distributors) & Vet

ABREY AP 28 FEE HE HBe) o4 R & dert, Bfe] #LE
MigS o 9A KEsIoF shert 54 RIS S olsisted = f&3het o)« WIS
Hiy KL A FEE(bsted doA 2 R Fodox 3 AQsbh BE X 6 o]A o]
ul 2 BEY T (Dimensions), BtE (Attributes), =& ###: (Characteristics)ol] A3 A
o]}, Emery & Trist(1965)8 @ R - £F5HY B (Placid-randomized Environment),
® Z8§B - E£H1EE (Placid-clustered Environment), & #f#l - XERY g (Disturbed-
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reactive Environment), @ ##) 3 (Turbulent Field) 5029 5: o/x g BEY
xol =he Aol

Lawrence & Lorsch(1967), Thompson(1967), Duncan(1972) X H#l - #5 &
(Simple-Complex Dimension) 3 ##f - By T (Static-Dynamic Dimension), 5 3
B (Complexity) % #hEEH: (Dynamism)$] 2 &krel wlel B\BiES dog SEstdd. 9%
Jurkovich (1974) = BIES 64 @Y /JBUEC 2 HEistgd=d 27t BRg —BEHoRE
B3R (Complexity), %4 #HIE (Routineness), #GL =+ eSS HFIEY #
¥ (Presence of organized or unorganized sectors), #Efkzl /MY BH#HE =t HEEmQ B
itk (Directly or indirectly related sectors)$] ulo|Ql:, BhRki:sl BBl fito Bl 38
{tz (Change Rate) 3l #4b8} LM (Stability of Change)®] Folgle}. v} o|X ¥
BES R BES< #ame Ao 23 ¥ #5e #n s BEMNY HEd & =
& FA X 2%k el A7 5FE dlAAA Sl 7 e e LR ¥ A
o] 3R & EHeolct. Tung(1979)-2 #HERE (Complexity), {48 (Change Rate),
‘BB (Routineness) &, Miller & Friesen(1982)-& ##:tt (Heterogeneity), #iEM: (Dyna-
mism), FERIFH £2E (Hostility) &, Dess & Beard(1982) = ##% & (Complexity), BiEEt:
(Dynamism), ZiFH) #2FE (Munificence)® 27 stz 9ok & B4 = Tung 9
BREY 3R BHS HASC

4. B Bg (Strategy)

BBgel ol 814 & Chandler(1962) Ansoff(1965), Schendell & Hofer(1979) & +%-% 8
#Eo) EHAA AFAA I8 2R/ dE AL 2Eo] BEE olddd Fo vl
‘R F e HHe) A% (Contents)o] b B (Process) o] vk, BRBES A& &
f#y (Normative) o] L} S2itey (Discriptive) o) ok, =& BBEHHK (Strategy Formulation) o]k,
BREL K ES (Strategy Implementation) o] v}, 22]l1 BEES] IEE oJui71x 2 B2 5 S
& WRESEC e Bige] g% ek HE Aol Zald A&k Ml &
Bsle BB FERS REsty BEd SR RdA BEERE % EmES i Rt
SHe BES BERo] BiTgteta she (Bourgeois, T, 1980), izl BIEY BHRES fHast
L 3] (Mediating Force) (Mintzberg, 1979) =¥ Zv] AA ANBES ATHELES HHEH
of £¥e RMHES Fwste 2 BES FRs] AT XA T8RS REs =
upelolela EKER-& EERT + Ao

BER o] MRV BkRgS &) wlel Corporate Strategy, Business Strategy & B4 4~
2ok A wek REES AL A% Rumelt (1970), Glueck (1976), Miller & Friesen
(1977), Hofér & Schendel (1978), Miles & Snow (1978), Porter(1980), Miller & Friesen
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(1982) 5ol vk o] 7h-&uiMiles & Snow (1978) 9] 4 7}# EEEHL BH WS T e
BgErt ol Fol Al miENQl Aeloh. &2 EBgolal MARke] FIRERY &3¢ #iK (Domain) ¢
A 23 AL REEY FR = ZF (Pattern or Stream) 224 o] & HEEo] AR
& #&i& (Structure) o} B (Process) & 53] HTH 7 -%olnl 1 B%RE 2Edz shgo.
Tl ST B sl pEside Chandler (1962), Perrow (1970) 9] 375 4
BT BES $Ract= March & Simon(1958) 59 & =5 #FHEdhod BeEg - B
&S HERRRE wobwd, RESMLY HET MSEIES pigyy (Defender), #FHH
(Prospector), Zr#iffy(Analyzer) 3 FERY(Reactor) BRMgC 2 JEALallch. ety BEEX
< A7 R&D &R HEMS #E Bl Hilexn, oo HWES: piEm BKeE
& 2 vlolA| Hel] Hlol v HHFREEY REHR 522 558 WAHsil4 REEEK
P Aotk iy BREE-Z A PREPEEICE Wdtke] #ERR HAE = s Pt
o Bl HEshe FRlelnt Il KEM EEEE 919 A HAse ] BEEE A
A A+2A S Bk ¥ HEG el ZEWoRal 2 e dlAds e FHAE .
gr Porter (1980) = %Y —AEERER (Generic Strategy) ¢ 24 2 BEE ¥ (Overall
Cost Leadership), 2£31{k (Differentiation), #Hs(Focus)d] A& Sx ¢ ox 29 &
Uik BegE EAStT A v RREBE ERFEE (Stuck in the Middle) o]zl KHFY ok
ZM REFEx FREERD #EE T BFEEd d& FBigtk #aE 2 Rl
Pty EEgsL EAlslol. 2HMbE BES BET e IS Sol Pl sia lelrix v
By HHES B 5% 72X BECR B BEEs s, e 949 99
A 9 7 BEES #A% Aos SR Bk o £tk 203 RBYRE REER
HERFMES MHER Bigs —B3t). Miller & Friesen (1982) & %% 43 (Entreprene-
urial Firm) 3l PRy % (Conservative Firm) FH o = BBE-S Wt o]eldt B
srol Heffi¥igel BABEE B RSt FASH 28 v o] Miles & Snow
R BREEsl BIEAY BREERES JRIETE Ao Rifstel. A& B%Ee] A = Miles & Snow (1978)
o 47bA] BREREEEVS EAISEA A

5. #E#EREE (Structure)

Weber (1947) 7} v} at2) &t BARVEEG 2 BHH (Bureaucracy) & FIEIY Llzk Mgk &
o 3E BEDo] EobAm A olol dldled whe BFEe] WAk HBE F ABEEY %
2e 25 WEES v st 23 Blackburn(1982) ¢ Mg = {FEEET Alold
fifeshs B3 9 B (Patterns and Relationships), Fry(1982)¢] “A@&AY #BRA, ¥
Z D el THAZHY B & £ 4 Aok zisds) el gk 48 BES ER
st HEIY HFED EEES RES T o] HHTS owl RmEM HE ==} £
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fEA71a, ol KEMES FES 1w Bir BAS EETA g AL st
b Miic EHEMRAY SRS ME (A (Patterned Interaction) g Bhksle Aoz
A BB RERC T FENY WS A 4ok (RIEHE, 1982).

2 B ST BAEC] Matkd BBl H%d o8 MY =S (Com-
ponent), 5 &MY KT (Structural Dimension) 22 1b¥]e] At} ofw) o w & A Eo] &
Y RILAA ANA = B RS BEY F—37t 9ol $oh(Dalton, et al, 1980).
oA 2 Weber &} e ik LIS B¢ HEEL BEY $KTH (Multidimensionality)
o M#Estx ¢lvt. Reimann(1973) 9] EF9EE (Specialization), A3 (Formalization), 44
#E (Centralization), #E#rEF (Administrative Intensity), Child (1974) ¢} #53%p8 (Com-
plexity), 4¥7F (Decentralization), ARE (Formalization), Van de Ven(1976)<) iy
B, REE, LXK, Kim(1976)9] #HRE, ARE, SHE, #4% (Integration) & o]
T uHE BdTt ol T BWERTo2 HEH —KE Lol AL WL, ARE, &
HESIARL ol EE 2 RS BEStE Hikdl dolAE WEESA et h2s] W o)
A3 L #Eolel Bl @)

] Campbell, et al(1974), Dalton, et al(1980) 5-& HEEATL ‘Structural’ %t}
‘Structuring’ #tE o 2 ES5T KB -8 BEshy o Mg ‘Structural’ g wio)
o EEHEY AMURel L HENL o2 @B =71 (Size/Subunit Size), B
{& (Span of Control), K7 - HEEFLE (Flat/Tall Hierarchy), EFE LD (Administrative
Intensity) §-& wateh olo wishe] #iES) ‘Structuring’ g el MBERAY FES
BES AV HRe7 Ast FHétel v iEEy(Policies and Activities) © 2.4 #HEE, ARE,
BrEE A3

olu} MMBHBE #ES ¥ Kro=® 1o} ohiw Contextual Variable & ®1-1}9] %
o) ook WiHY EMEE Neo-Weberian MELHIE i BEE o], HEL
Pugh, et al(1963) LIt HEE HA@MEES EHE 45 Contextual Variables$ 3}
UE By EReloh. e #iiczk EAY T8 BEEES BMEsAY HET 4+ o
E5 @A A2 M) T BRRES MMIEEe] o] Fo1xE Setting o]
= ol (Hall, 1972), H¥< #ES T ##ety] 2o} Contextual Variable & Bo] 2
sloh,

Reimann(1981)-& Hiffiz MG BGRE HEshdA #iY XTe A8 K%
(Level)ol| wie} =2] viehvtok dh=d] 2718 (Differentiation), £33 (Formalization), 4
#E (Decentralization) &} Rt ABMEMARS HERT L, (FEEEKE (Work Flow
Level el & Al 2% BERTE dvtx AAsgdch. 27t rEEEKENA HRET &
e e = #RE (Maintenance) 89 37, JABEEES BE(E (Span of Control),
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TEEERC A BRREY LS. e 5379 K¥E(Level of Analysis)ell wh
Bl HEES Rl debdol & M4l Zelvh & HdA v #HREMkES 549
Bz sta glorz M@EpokiEs] BERTs HAT o« HiEd g Ko
Hage & Aiken(1967) % Kim(1976)9 A% Ed 2 sl R (Complexity), LRE
(Formalization), #£##pF (Centralization), #i4 P (Integration), ¥ E#HSEE (Communica-
tion) & W}re] Zriahy of.

6. Contextual Variables : 5§ 83! £

AR dold F2 &$slE= Contextual Variables(MRIZHY #B) 2= £Hiflf, B,
£ ol Arh ol F BEEY AGHEE Y BEZd F3E w7 & Ed| o]dl HE EBE
7t Eseh. & HRAAE HiE 2 FBE EEY Ly

s HRNEBEE EEsA MBislol Aot B &4 Hgd BREo| Syt
piEd o Aston Group(1969) 8 B%EE 2ol 2 hobgd s+ AA7, HEAE 245 #
WO HEESL BolAm, 2u v AR 3, BERE] £#ELEE 4A FHkE + 4
o =¥ #is0 BNES 22 ARY RRNE 8 Toba ¢

Baldridge & Burnham (1975)-& $i#/t 245 REFH LY MEE ol BEAA HH
o BEMEE EA she, BEsY HEERC] FEESA R, EFE sAsterl LET &
o) Efrql Critical Masses 7} ghobx 7] o Eof] 2o EFiAoletn et olytoll = %
B (Slack Resources) &] HAF AN, WHLLETS AH, S8 FE o R/ &
Fol BRIFE FEANA vebdoh, 3 o] ] Ettlie(1983) = /MMAZEe] B}
EFHQ BE oex o) BEslglel MREAES A2 BRERS BTN ﬁ?ﬁﬁ
o] #ATE A7 g old HEAFESHY HPAA e v + AEE &F
Eiz2e 8 F2% o] & (radical departure from existing technology)4 FHEsl=, %
EEBE ol s KEYS ¢+ A& ARl do EFd R, Ae¥d A4+ BF
B FER BA = 2o BN Ao 927 49 EH REEcba ek

ENE o ML Fo HRE For U HEks AR | o]l FolA HHERY
¥etbg b, BERe] AsE ozt AR BEEE S ek b old® by EER
s 2] BB EEOIAY Kim & Utterback(1983)9] HREE #Brt #&435 FHEEY
Ketko] UelhE A 39 Fx v F WPERY Ade BRY YR REFK
o Ags el BiEd ¥4 do BERY AEBEE U A BRSETH B
o] A=A BEY FREEEe] obdd wel AdAdos o AW ARwEE B
{Lehs Aoldh. BMEHY FLAAE FE80T B& SFAA £Es MBRDGA 2o
ko mEpS Za)ste] #HGEEST (Technological Capabilities)o] =7] = Eoll BEyeleta
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e,
olsh o] M ML A2 BHE JFE T2 dom HE T o5y HREE A
A sh7 S EAHEE S F1E S T2EE 940,

7. R W

Rifgo] BMstT WENLTE HAEMES o A3 (5% (Beliefs about Cause/Effect
Knowledge) 7k w31, HEE#ZEMREN (Standards of Desirability)o] BifEsls] =) o MGTF
BA¥E- #E% (Efficiency) 24 W HEs}c} (Thompson, 1967). o]zt BB FolA = %FHY
FRol dAA EMmERY LBkl How o4 AMEFEH o2 RES 9 £
ot THE RE] HEIL BEANYSE EGe BEEce¥H AZS Hed RE
(Opportunities and Threats)¢ 2}l o] AstAl = olel gt Bfbol] BRESI 25k Hifhi
#grel LESAAS. F Bl #stT #(Lsl w2 MINNY TS HRFEFO) ERSHA
B

SETERIEY ML = ATESESAN T BB vl B Wil Bmma 4
5 #eol o @] PR B HRMES R BELS TEN B BRY
Mg EEs RES b4 v BRE 5437 ey ksl THGEA o Roloh,
HEES HEEYS 1 Af] Y1 d& mEe SEtst HPIe Sstd BB
FAT M BESHA JF BPIKES TR HE 2EMNe R ST AES TR
ok & AREEY EEEE BMM BEEES 5 EHREY FTARTOD Uil
=7 el Bl NEWY S MM HERE 2 ZMY SEEE AAA 2% B
BRetz ARER HERM Fol WiLHel A BEQ HELEE (Job Codification) o}
EBFREG ] REEEE Rule Observation) 2 pre] Azbstm glv)y, aid] BSo)
3hi BRI TS REl] B BRAS Afmd BERES AlEK) BERsA o
ol BRI e HELEESS HERBET WFobdol v} #iY &lEel ERE
ol & [ AR E (Hierarchy of Authority) B RERHEE (Participation in Decision-
making) = #ES{batn Qled & BEARS 71 A BB ERHE] o a%
of NEESl BETANAL e BRASEESD BRASY & FRREREET mky
ot =% 283 Sl A8 BEY A5 HH 94 B HENYSE vg LE
A 5 RESH MBS Bithe BiEo) Hlsty Bt Adx fiNQ4E Hr
BHERE, B EHEE, BTAC2RE BEHEY U #AE Sn siEeeE,
HERRE, BEESREL b A ATES LED §r)

A2 ERERE AP BEE aste KTl Efelwl ¥4EE 212 Wa wa
< REREe] A Tl vebde A0 o HiERS 59 dd: B g4
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slof ek el RES BMbs HME, HIR, FHBHE ERkee dE TogAT B
ol EfE R e ¥ S T Aol wbA Rifie] NEINLT
% 374 R&D HEE HEEH T4 dv H#0 Kol 29 Fisch 4
Rige| #bst Ax BEpisichd PrRaY BKExe] ol vehvAl ek

o] A& EEslE vt AL BEREL KA Do

BR 1. HEEHN ©EL JFEFN axd o REY HEE #MbE, FIHEL
Erh

B 2. EMEHN XS FEHN o etd SR Bl Wt

B 3. BWEHMY 0¥ FEFN A% it ARRES BN BHEER, BM
B EEEE, REREBRE, ERARE, HAET 1 HELCEE SER
B, MEASRE/T & By, S8EE R+

IL REME U REEK

* Wi EIAK@ERET TEREG) A BT 19824EF BT T ERAM S Xt
sl BBER 37 AEEME WHERgon stoch ERhEE] B, £ 2 £ESR
Bell W} @O SHE ) FEF ERIGT 1 #£Re B DI 2

BIE U Bgd A RESCERE LR = B, B, BlEHd 304 i
WEBRE =t £ESRA o] HEBEA A /T 2 S gln BEHE A ARE
o EEE u) ERe B BRI E&£S Fales stdch 2 olel gt AEslY] #ig)
BHIA L ASE Bk EMfo] 4 BE F BRIV AERARoENEH BHE
et

ARy TS 7 £ WES EEMET 104 Lk #HRESAA R
¢ T FA @EREHAY FF st Eksd et ol# 10 %-9 RAEIE EAT BF K
B 1, 252 RE =e &% 3, Fith 49 47 325 Aok 216 B2 BT
smRElx] Fit AU B%m, i) g BME RIS R KEEFRA A
2 BhE E8E T 7.5 34 | 2ete 277 @

) BRA L&Y WECl o HFe % (Operational Definition) & HEMA 2 A2 &2
PEY WEE BRABR EREH 2CF KEAA 6
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(B 1) BRel B, S8 U £ENST BASH (n=37).
e o2 om & | v ess 1 leesshaselersezees]
BELa.d E
|l g |
PA LIF 4 3 1 2 2 12
100~299 A 1 2 2 1 2 2 10
300~999A 6 1 1 1 9 ]
1000A L E 2 1 3 6 |
&t 2| n | 6| 4| o 5| s ] 37
el
1748 Lk 1 1 1 3
13~ 164 1 1 1 3
9~ 124 1 2 1 1 1 6
5~ 8¢ 1 6 1 2 3 3 16
4% LIF 1 4 2 1 1 9

X FERE Yo, R, 2999 &
AFE 9 FERE AT, sed, stadE = %
BERE: BERBEERE BFER TRY| S
RIS BTG, BTRE ¥
FUBLE BTFHEY 28 =v X5 £Es- F8

IV. &% o

1. BEEKe) ERE BE

7 B A ZEI HSEEBEEL EANe 2 Hage & Aiken(1967)o] o3 BEEER
SHEAREE S & o] MEHER 8 Al HEE 53t FEE (Reliability) 7} #
e Ak HHARE] 7 dEd FHHld ERES BRAES LB/ ok

SIE(LERE, HERRE, REABEE, SEReE2HE 2 ZRmEEd 313 599
BHEE RELREE v ERREBHES BERBEE ¢l (Alpha)gte]l 27 0.918 &
0.732 24 wlma oAl HELERE, HEERE WEAREE: FHEE oFt HA
E oo Bl gulzte] osigitt. BHEEBE BEAGEES 729 REM] o HMH st
V& Brgt o] oslgre 2 0,795, 0.706 S Bmalgen® o] & Agslrl 25k
b 2 HEELEEE 68 ME b FEK ot el 4y Hol SEEE 2o
z ¥ ohJel EESH (Factor Analysis)& 5§ KEtk(Validity) 8] HEANA = FE
Ads] WA el LES SHal A Bibstd .
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(R 2> A7 ARE #mEe FHI S8 X SHREK

T S I Z 5 m R E
" ] )i 3 62.89 48.48 8~175
BB | = ik &= 40.94 24,65 8~134
@l st B 198. 10 49.16 100~330
[E FMEOBEBEEE 1.010 0.617 Min 0 ~ Max 3
EMOAOEHRE 0.162 0.178 Min 0 ~ Max 3
HoE XK B E 2.364 0. 455 5 point scale
B A [Fﬁ B EsEE 3.242 0.413 5 point scale
FRREBRE 3.420 0.445 5 point scale
# A i3 1.002 0.696 5 point scale
E R B B FE 2,447 0. 807 5 point scale
¥ #® ¥ # 1,530 0.702 0.4 /4~ 3.2/
K B i &# B Kk & % 0.275 7.864 —31.30% ~ 12.07%
K B R B & 51.11 93,09 —26.05% ~ 327.33%
& ) 7.81 4,75 14 ~ 2248
) i 471.46 675. 87 224 ~ 28704

3% Missing Value s} 9+ ®%EKEES WHREHE-E 44 N=34, N=27 24 FHHEJJz 2 4}
= 25 N=372 A4= g}

2. BRSH

F Pid A8 BEEd] Fis S L SHRES K 209 20

BRE BT & HEHS S HWEF] B2Ed =g} 32522 Ufe] 4 284
Figo] o AE HET ZRE Holex FEOSITE st BUH((E 3> BRW). o«
F1-& BHEFEECT 10T EXEelZ, 2§ 2% 10104 27kx], 2% 3¢& 2.01
B ES BEEEelc

(F 3ol |RF ulob o] HEMLE FEYL RIBS HEEE 1§ 29 A9 Ay =
A 2F 3¢ 47 ¥l ARk 2F 1 R0 EA Jeby ok = 0B S AR
KEee v ul B #EE, FINESY FSE HNEFNY 1§ 39 A7 2F 1ov
29 ALuc} & THEE 2ol v HRWLZ FEMKC) Il HEtmezs B
1& ZHREEA ZHA0 vebhd BHE 25 22 EERNAE Bifo] Wty #kaYo)
gl FEEl e £ 294 U £ESEY o EfEFRMET T 5+ Adl).

gl 7%, (& DA F F A= vk o] HMEFHNY el o s e
RSt dx, FFEHAY) SFS BN B ZlE RS B 4 deon o] BiEE #
itz FESIER BR 28 ZHA T U

BESNY A%, WMEEREEq) HEHer BT KRS dolx: k. ey v
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(& 3> HmHmese o 3 18712 ANOVA Test @R
o -4 4 G1(n=13) G2(n=18) G3(n=6) F3r Significance
g -4 7.08 7.39 10.67 1.332 277
# - 243.46 423.44 1109. 50 4.043 . 026+
> | 3 ic 41,00 82,67 51.00 3.404 . 045%*
224 1t = 37.54 42.33 44.17 0.195 .824
] 4t B 182,31 199. 44 228.33 1.903 .165
B 3 2.615 3.111 3.667 3.363 . 046%*
MY EERE 0.94 0.93 1.41 1.579 .221
HWEREE 0.12 0.21 0.10 1.642 .209
H# EREE 4.43 2.29 2.45 0.893 .635
BEE B & 8 E 3.18 3.22 3.43 0.380 .458
ERAREE 3.58 3.18 3.17 1.873 . 032%+
ERkEz2H 2.40 2.61 2.88 0.999 .379
# & ic3 0.87 1.08 1.04 0.243 .786
) 1. 7 2§58 BREHFEE
G1:0.00~1.00
G2:1.01~2.00
G3:2.01 BLE

2. BH2 Nonmetric gl 714+ RIENRE=1, HROERE=2, FHOWBE=3, REW
BREE=4 9} 7ro] nr} EFiEAAL Bt =2 BKE Fol Metricqk g+l
£ Hiity BEA#RES $xnk 08 BESEET BE 394 ®RT vkl 22 FEE T
o] vehlz vk & B 2E 5 £¥Ed 2§ 3¢ BEER fE4 G
25 13 20 sl Y58 HEH BEE ez Az ok
3 2% 28 ZESA 2 2F 154 3nkE vz 29 oS Avde ERE
ehdth. EEFH AS(ZF 32 JEEHY EJEE DA Cl8 FES B 25 23,
BES Bt o sl B e s F#sHs Aol A, KK BEEET wol FahH,
2o} o B AREEE RS T 28 FHY ZRAA ZobE 4 Ao FRUt
weaE EFmelsh RiEE Kim & Utterback (1983)¢) H%sts® —3gte}. Kim & B
B ERANA & MY 45 B fEs LENL BRELS JHAG EEol BEH
del fEHE AR BRSA SRS A8 ¥ 25 gD mbk S22 Qs
o] W} #igo| FEE AT oldl FEYIY AHELN ARMES Zedn gk
AR = 5 SR (EEEHS HaEE09 BGRE Lokod o F B IR M
BIRAER 52 wujorol SEHEURIA A MHEE Yebd Fz QA X3k old &
291557 (Multiple Discriminant Analysis) #ik& AF-88te] o] Mir#iet BigEH 2
238 MRS Hemo 2 Sl 2ol 5 EARUL A7l kAt SEXEHSHE E
#ode) fHeel due VEXRY A E 42 MEL A4 g Bikel®). ZEael
A4dnl 13ES] WEE 2 Stepwise Fikel odle SEXFFNE T HR (KR LA 2
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{¥ 4> Stepwise XJIHIIER

Canonical Discriminant Function

o2 44 Eigen Value » g% B E Canonical {8RHEE
1 1.582 77.62 77.62 0.7828
2 0.456 22.38 100. 00 0.5598
T ang: ] Wilks' Lambda x2 HthE M FRE
0 0.2658 41.07 14 0. 0002
0. 6866 11.65 6 0.0701
Standardized Discriminant
Function Coefficients
- B R 1 ZER&E 2
#H ;3 —0.46413 0. 90886
RIS HEE —0.98248 —0.16390
R #LEp 0.58748 0.26661
B HINE ~0.23990 0.63664
BN BERE 0.60992 —0.09725
BN mEEE —0.91418 —0.47047
EREARER 1.20747 0.12135

£ ubst o] 71ES #EUL ARG BrSEE Ao oj«4 Wilks Lambda kel
0.2658 2 (el =3tgich. ol 7#Eel 9t #iid A ®EE 24 Eigenvalue 7}
1.58, Canonical {HFAEET 0.78, Lambda 7} 0. 2658, #i3tBy HEAKEC] 0. 0002 24 At}
3 HAT £REREIE 2 Fa gdot old] wdte EA mEB ZE MER Wl ot
71 Stxuk Al 2 5-& FEM FE8eul mgol H& Aoz vdehd Siddl @Estd et
ojul SIS AT WBBELS Wizl 2e] £ BE, BEEE 3 /b, BEEH 37k
T =Y vHRUT BirEHE BEAGAR. & BEERNY &% B0 24, BIBY #®
HEO Sk BRRst AN #EKEEC] wx iEEhe] HEsHd MENAER] 3T Fig
B BRES 8-S 29 F 99 ol dubAq \EERS TR T A9 sH.

T ZHBRKE Fo2 st AT 15 SR 37E ¥ 1EY FOE(Cen-
troid) 7} <% 1ol #RFe] gt o] B A |WME A /A 2F 255 #Ys =
A Fe FEL mEAA vl B4 @®EE 1F 3¢ 1F 1,29 Tdsted Ao
Z s £ 4 Uk B TEkl 78] BarSEel A Bl 7 NS EREBUL Hig
#ge 2E MRt de EEY BN E ®BRsta o
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(2% D EREE 28t I8 dul ol FEol HF

ALL-GROUPS SCATTERPLOT - # INDICATES A GROUP CENTROID
CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION 1

NVD

T NOHONNA INVNIWINDSIQ 1V IINOI

-6

~8

7:35) Toererenrarenes
e
[ IRTTTPPRRPRP
L N
(& 5> ZBISHO 28t RESIBER
ZA S Hrell &t SEEE
BRoF B A& K : 5 3
1 13 12 0
2 18 2 16 0
3 6 1 2

ut2A 8" HE(Hit Ratio)=83.78%
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EAGHANA HEER 5 @S 2705 (Discriminating Power)& ##&sl7] $s o] &\
WE R A 37 EY EAE S B BR (KA 2 ke el 2% 19
A% 2§ 302 ST SVE Bitstae 2T k24 SERE9ed 2§ 29 Af+ 2
3 12 588 2@ Bisk 25 ak2A 58590 2§ 39 ASe fREES AX
SHEE A E sl o 2o Hit Ratiorl 83.78% 24 $adsl 48Y WX 38.82%
(Proportion= (0. 35)2+ (0. 49) 2+ (0. 16) 1] wlsld ¥ F3l & & 5 Atk oA 23
BmEe] ERS mEE M Ex LAY BAS sz Feiok shxlat A& HIEY HAYel
ZHEEE AASY A2 EZXE st st Aol ohiel RS MK

BB BIGRE MBIty A Aol2R A—EAS #Rstd e BESAE T
g7k gvtm 2

V.# @

BRERY Elet K SRS #tel Bt Bfiiiy otolriel & Al o F
et TRz ABIAA BFNE BREAZE £¥elsh o &Kol SMRES
BLE RSt TS HEHRE oo HRKS S5t WSS 5ot
RIS EFE ol F5ht diele 2 &%) b ARWEREE ohizt ¥ AER &
Eiwoz2 dF + dv E71E vhd 371 A3 atany TR ARsEY mRt g
3 BEG BEL 710 23 Yot kR ¢ i AEE BRse fFE oM
= FEAEMZIAE G8T LT AR S BREGHERES 28)0) i = o
of #HEESZ HalA = EEE o BA HRsle FEleol & FAlst e Aol BEEY
Bl Sol gtek. I ol T WAE oF Bwo2v HieR® Mot kipd £ o
2 Bilgel=l A9 At KoV KR 5 LEEAN A e zs

Ry BHBEAR LEA A £ 1960 509 1970 4Rl Bolok EE, HF 2 HEdA #A
T ke BREE ol S, ol o] I HF/E AR WHEMAH M@ TEBE
o BELEE WA bl vz} o) & MBRLEAAE ARERE ety T &
#, itd, #F 5 R HEY 42T AlmEst o8 FE FasA Sy

& PR A BRETERS HRo s #bale ANRE HEYT £ ARsss
Megstel skt

BEEFE BU RIS FRRHEC] %S Fld REd P BEdce BEE
FEXS 2+, BHET & AR EHE G2 AlEc BEY St et MR
g EAR HiEEd A e BRKARY BME 1, BiEEd oA BEARREL ¢
+ WS, G Febd AEY ASEECT BEN GSBER G st RIRANA £
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g ¥ F dex gz

F W fHge] Hd) EFEES Do) Kt BEd A& A& EGe] 2 Bigd)
HiESL ) A = e B Bl A 2 MBS Eed RB 0§ RS fukst
Al ZAE 4 glofok 3k v vpelrl o] F AN ZRAEES o] Fe] vpzte] glol A HFY
) e olsk £ ZFolok k. vhAl Febw HMMK BEANY Wit BEeE
#E vl BEIE Fgd Fu g dolvh el MK BEANY RS LEE
feoll E33tet ook vl Eel o] F HPIM MBMRAS] A4 Bl BB A4 A
HE St A% A v AREEIT ERAS. BEAY ESR4EE D AL FHe
BR#T MBI BN A A9, Mtk BAD BER RSERs A £
T 5ot @RS A Ed Folele BAT Eilidl 1Y FA T BHEY GG SBRE
of 2 £E o Fo] Aol A= AMKEMlT LERE ERL BEN ABCEEEY
ERmiEst kddo] e 440 ReX A9, BFY Eomie g ARgs
kel R HAC MRS BFE Barste ol HHE st o ez el wmE
esle BEGCH 9 ERREC HESVdE YT FEASIG T s BED B
7h ERee AAE HEAAA 2w oleidt BLES B #bE TAss6 o Bk
ohviz} #{ks LEE RAA eles ole] AIRMOE HES S o3 Aol =t
A R HES oFold WEMY A4 Wi BEHd W} ddd 243 ®
ey REE MEGEhT #ibe] syl 48 HRE ABEE ook € Zelt

&7k, “LERERPRFHR", TEBER%E, 1982, 16% 18 pp.1-37.

&%, FEA, IBlEHY B8t Bk, KDL 4§, 1982,

H=#, “HoBERsE A8 R Begd 23 BHRN BT, RERSE), 1982, 16% 15,
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