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1. HtEEy (Trats Theory) 2. fTBEG ¢ 2ol o]}l HHM
3. MiLes (Contingenay Theory)

. Blolvl4] MR
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THER =& HBETERESE Bfk B5E b A M (Organization) & = ofe AL
L o EEESe) AW “HfIE%”  (Organizational theory) , #ARFTE (788) Organiz
ational behavior) , 33 (Organizational design) , #i#4# (Managing Organizat
ion) For el gk o)W M| BEHEC] MWHLE BT = AFEE A A%t
A WEE VE 5 U

@ AA T —Kkihoes “EHE”  (motivation), ¢44% (Communicaton) , R

(leadership) %¢] £BE-& o} ARSI o5& HRAANA AdEd %A, i 78
sHErtdl walA REskL gloh.oold Y AAES HRTE (FR) #Helsk ¥a2H = OE
Bay Eie] o&sa glvh olsl LEBM KEMtE WS BE Aotk ey oY LA
B #A-S 178) (behavior) o] =2 & EMEEY 9%& 7HE FALH.

@z A BB AL HEY BadA & B @i AL % e dod4
B, & @i BT Bk 27 9a4d: 2 ERe oA BEtsldok duE it

1) R.N.Osborn, et al., Organization Theory : An Integrated Approach, (john wiley & sons, inc.,
1980), p.2 ‘



2 BNBE KB RCE Hie

7] YA F2 i (size) ,Hik: (technology), 473k (departmentation) 72 MR
REES A MRS Husk glek ol HM B 2vl mERK Mine) &t 3
o ol AEE 94 \mER FAolth, Y AR o]® MY AE Ay REM EH

(environmental factors) & FAjdtx gAY olvidd HEEIIE du SER BEESS
RSt HEEL AT HAA/A Fn ok F 3 WO B skl MgE
AolEhed Felxa glvl,

@z A = b 5L MMEIEEE BT BHS MHE st westn RMdE
v BOE Zrerh, o)™ Hiel AL, FHEL MR Hiflsel “FEE"(Principles)s) 51 B
LE T 2 ol EE Hd F A% o] BEIR ALelr. 2oy o7 FY A%
& FHEZNA 250 HO B BHFETAA %A BEHESE erh F 71549 54
o BEE A A LT RIS A8k bt

o7l “RILHE"E T4 sk MILEY #IT(Contingency approach)-& £4 Mk =& 1T

“JFH”(Principles)oll 4] #EHi=lozl Aolvl.? “FIE” = #E RiLel TH=A ¥z
EHL AEHAANE A Aske Aolrh old RKalA MiKH BEe Bustz TR
ot B BAfRHi(relationship)-¢ vhEvh, Wk 2 fEfFEe]l 2EkARl T Bthik=E 2o}
Al et

RS ) o) HEE Y T 2dle] BE RWAA A B wEUE A$
HEdhe vl A HEEgeh o R A 4 EREE SHE, S0, MR BOMML, M,
AETY TEATH &FY HE(ER) L 7ER -?%1‘1:“/}—‘& Aolct, BiAw Ak mdelet
W, E: EERE 24 A B9 oe B3 Edo] BEG =d2 REd
T givke Aolvh, ol MRyiEaR olshd, Hdd M ¥ FTEoREY EE: O M
RERES] frbkel) Mfgat @AF T Hige] ptslel & HaEd BEd 29 0 flg S
ol &7 AddA oju BEoE Arld vk old 1A S Bk R HuE
+ @ch, o2 B MRAY Bk 49 99 BEEs 2 Aldde] i g Bl A4 R
ol 84 prEd = gt Aolvh, HETEA AAAE oldd AE v dvAdH. 7]
(A4 Bk BEY WE HHTE §HMN BES fHRelolok g, oy Bikd HEE
MREet o —#slx] gerk, od R A7 E EE gl B FE& BEETHR
FEo] Wl BEREY & Aolvh, o19Al 7EEA old T =+ ABEES A=
Lk g —iio R oW HEd aind i ERE 2EsAT #HRS 249
¥tk Bifhol vl Gl A prEslel, EkEfRe] el o Rite] B IAud RERE=
##3}7] whdolel,

2) Thid.,p.3



BETE g4 =lol¥4] REM#H 3

RMERS WHRd BAER AT FA HReA ¥ R
AR FHFRES B MEFER) Bl & Bv4 BHS sh e B 5
AR A EMs) HIRS QST ERA. AREES 18 MEmRs el iy ¥
BBy =3 Jle B FEEMES IA2y 158 T &M Adn
b Egol HE oW Mg oy mebe BRI Awd W & Bojzhe Aelnh,

B, MEBSES FRAA AR, 1 TEEE] Rl o Eala et HRE B
7 tafESt et WRFEL 9 Mvd, FERE, MeMEY 2L EEE BN St
ELE ol F PIEAES ol B MEMAE WAL 98] i

wteb A Afel A BRYSHE u}t, HETHS 3% WRSTHAA eldd 5F 3 =lo)y
1 REERS Zasted vk, olF & o AMMOE BEs, Holu 4 REEE
thd B RUUEEE & AN KA ST At 2 BRE T dvh 2y
£MS HEACEAE, A4, 49 AMIA hFeH v AR RREHRE o4 MrinE
o2 HIEE gt shmuky, 2ol 4 RINEH WL WEEEE debsld 125 e
Ko 2 vhelok AR W4 4R 1 FolA dy ¢HA 2R ERELS %
HO 2 gk fgHolv}, -

2 B HRALEAE AR SRHE REERY PR oA BEFR HE
A B A Rel kst Keloh, zay 2 EAL GIRA LS ARt ¢
dE FRAC] obd Aolwk, e uele] AL Mol Avk 9T AL Ll BHERE
& I Ko s & WRS 2u8A £2 @] A Felth. 1Bl ARE ¢ BETK
FEFS WA AR ol ¥ MUtk REY EEHRS BRYHE K4, E SR K
5178 WRABFAAE o= Mssh W REE 7¢dE g4 2 4498 & 4 8
ek,

I =el o g — Rk 5l BB

Dol 4l Bl A A 2ol Sk R, A% Folei o] KA} (Folvl AR
)9 MBS H09 4 3 Aclsh. o) MEE B4 24 A9 MEE v 1Y 4
15k, 0

AA el Algtel Belvish Hke] B o WES WEER, —BHOE “Hk

3) T.J. Sergiovanni, et al,, Educatinal Governance and Administration, (Prentice-Hall, Inc,,
Englewood. (liffs, N.J.,1980), p.77

4) G. Dessler, Organization Theory : Integrating Structure and Behavior, (Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
Englewood Cliffs,N.J., 1980), p,.255
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4 BNEEKXRE RE 513

Bk (traits theory)”e] g} o] F-0.2 ZM¥F=c}, - : :

A doln st s 4R FAol ke e sk o] WHFY WAKEE —BHSE T
F(f8)i% (behavioral theory)”ojw} X2

AA ol RE, BErtA EE, golvl4 —FBek WE Mo 24, MREMHL ol =
E dolvl & HEdt RIS Hkel we} Zebalcte Roleh, weld o714 MEE, #
& Elolv 49 MEMS RESE RIBMEL FRolk? B BHET R ATt 2oy
-2 ol RAelsk?elvh.o] WA WoAERS MBI H(Contingency theoryPor situational
theory)o] g} F-Eut,

1. $SMEEIE (traits theory)

2ol vl 4l o] HFR-S MEMA Holvie 29 E3F oo ks HA ¢ oW
Fi¥i(traits) =& i (Characteristics)& =0 Abgrelgba fHaEdtel, el A o] JL#al &
& Ftel  Fololvkel HFES BALo]l HElch, L o] WFY WL R A8 KM
o] ol ol == Ealgrh, & B& BIFEC] Artel HRML Blolv Y EEE ALH A,
A HNA, 5, 54, AE Sudd AH A AR lAt Aslee @Al
Hefho] #4954 49-& Bl ohvel, I HEE S BHEDL £ERG} BHA Y AR &
At ©

i REY HR-S iEMe R BAetr]l AeA, RES HEEA, Ghisellid] s
7} 2 —f7k 2 Sl

Ghisellit- 1] % o] 26~424] 2], 30649 HRIEHESE v 3 WA, chgat 2o
FEe e vl4 kg XAt e

1) D« BBRED, 4nkE, EN

2) A © BER, RED, B, B SBERTe Bfnfy(working cla

ss affinity) '

5) ‘Contingency theorye] W& i #igr “U4 o)&”, == “fubld HEBF'eE WY
sl Qo (ufhil, “HKETEY HEM,FR )ﬁﬂ:?’%ﬂ*}ilﬂrﬁnﬂﬁ‘ WETIIT RESE, BE
BET RS B, AL BEWERL, 1981, p.213), &K HIEE M ="" /contingency modelE
Wt glont (&R GE), ERTEIY B, Kguk, 1978), AR+ A contingent upon
—(Ae—d g9 Pehe T 48 RMBEHRT2E W98k,

6) HIfPfE, LiRE, pp.92—218,

WLERGE, “lo]vl4lal MR BN KRS, W, H5IE, 1975, F ol &= ool BIRE L
0 u]-.!L

7> E.E. Ghlseh Explorations in Managerial Talent, (Pacific Pahsades, Calif., Goodyear, 1971)

Cited in G, Dessler, op. cit., pp.256—260



BETEA 14 2194 RnE®R 5
3) By : WY RIS ST, HRERAY £7, ¥HY $F, B W@y Lt
4T, fEE%R) AT 47,
o|F wlolve] B kol A AN Ktk GERIES, TN RS &7, Mt B
REFRAN &7, BER RED)0 R Holvsl 25 Mo AT goh, o]d
Al BERS Polv oA Rasy A2H: Hie AdAdE dFSolo,

2. {TENIEEM :2|0] & #B (Behavioral Theories:Style of Leadership)

golvld TR Helvist Holvi s 29 71%-& i) A T & ogA stk
of BLol FAlet, 5 Eelvist st do] FA ke HEe] 1 MM KBS ot &
T U, o] Wl File HEEY HARRE &R geldd 2kl S8t 19 #R
e MRl Frhsle),

Pei4 zebd o SR A3 PR A AE B T XY A=RE Sl MY
£ @weta glovt o B SEERE 24 FhH RELE el £ 4 vk

A4 RBEE wolvst BAmeR BE MBS S FEME (task dimensions) ¥ AR
i (People dimensions)rr o} fE& HEAFEI ke RAfHoI . whebAl o] BE A2 B o]
4 EAle A2 REER B AR FHo= KRSt 2 AL TR 2
7 g2 FHLn glen, 23-& 24 AE B L 2 S Ao

BHIER R (task) IR ¥ AR (people)fiime) 2ol vi4] FA”

T S

#/O¥E (task)

A [ (people)

Ohio state

Hersey and Blanchard

« 43 (Initiating)

(task behavir)

- FE (consideration)

- BAYRTTED

(Relatinghip behavior)

Michigan(Likert) - L CHEERPL
(Production centered) (Employee centered)
Fiedler {ELPC (BE) - BLPC (AR

o] £ WAL ot ARHAA &-& A HWudz = FAS MEA gl
@ BgEmrd AMERY =lolv 78] B—Mi (Continuum) L& R Aol

obvel & Abgbe] WME 25 AW *¢ F v, F FAY FHe] HWipyal

ol k4 et

REY A

8) E.H. Schein, Organizational Psychology,ard ed., (Prentice—Hall, Inc.,Englewood Cliffs,

N,J.,1980), p.131
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6 WMBEHAE RE EI3R

. @ Foled aEtolzh Aol Plelrel AL ML W MIMHG) A HHE, ohin
B o2 held 2lolsl Y 8] S8 AL Rel o |
Polv4 M HFOIA E sh}e] Kie HMBUSE (decision making)sl 4 2l

o5&
28 MFES ol AE 2 H-& ol 2 gk (share power)dhx BRI, 5
TEAA HdE #HRSE B vte)l 3~4A9 e R st gled, 2AE HAY
Bl FEel Mg lu o-ga 2
TR ol sl &4 5o 93k 2ol o4 FHA®
W % £ ® - ' - #o] & 4% (Participation Level)
Lewin, et al. - B4 (Autocratic) - REH (Democfatic) < ¥}ql & (Laissey-Faire)
Bass - f8R -25H - RERIY - B

(Directing)  (Manipulating) (Consulting) (Participating)
- Tty (Delegating)

Tannenbaum and - EHER - SR - B
Schumidt (Leader Control) (Shared Control) (Group Control)
Hersey and Blanchard - FEREY - By - BHE - BN
(Telling) (Selling) (Participating) (Delegating)
Vroom - B R i - BE
(Leader decides) (Consults) (Share) (Delegates)

oA AR ME, F MR FESAA & A ASsha d& Ml o 48 Wkl
E 2R Agdel, 5 elolvlsk Bfigyelnt ochivtetn & o] 232 REECHEINSLAT 1TE)
SR 7L S Rifgelsh. wld KMo (BE) Hilel =leolvst §54% Wil &
B FEE HTFEAA Roldm 94 o) s HFEe] AP 2 oo FHE 2
BEyel AL R ol Eoldlmksle Mol o R« Elelvl 7EIE WA A =
ol olelAl EMT A7t (5 wlolvle] BERF), ohid HTEA EMUE AdlA (1
TEY MBHE 5 Held 7HA ) o8 wEd + QA :
T2 2lolvl 4 A Rk dhelA 4Hun, B PiEsel Rl ele4
FIE AAstn gt A= Mk RS BE vk F 7% Rl el ElelH
Holl HEA o] FolAx] Rduh® K5/ o] Mo W& KT M@HF-L Coningency model

" 9) Ibid.,p.132
10)  EpME, FORARSC o BERE, MiRm F=,
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BETEA QA4 2lelvd RAEH® 7

L Aem Qo aleh S olm el KEMClY e BIEE HE, HEEY MM, o
b e adle] wek wekAlehe Aot

3. HkiRIBE (Contingency theory)

golel 4] FiMlrol HFEe] el Ak Aolztn = AAE +& g Ao® AL H
&, WT, FHAzA] RMMbHA dond RED £ glvhe Aol o Hime AR ol
FoolgAl lolvid #RtkE HaAde R BLK (reality)dl whel 1788 SiE, &
FAel o el ol®l FEe] w2 RILEGR"(Contingency theory)el] <3 Fui=el. oid
Folal UL (situation)el] 4] stz BEslL, KB (lead)she vhg Hike ofF LT
g/ &8 v}(---is contingent upon:+)= # o]},

RERR-S AR AMTEC Biste @<’ #Hlfk(generalization)= & 4 glo&
1T EEAYeh 4 s ol RIS BEMER 2 R¥LNA S T TRE (actors)el] o
14, = 2 #R3s Fial 2 B¥e] BT L A4 Y ftkd A FHd wEd 5 4
bed, Sl 2 o mEelv RELNE AT & Ao 28 Bitel v B/EL o357
Fe gAg 3 Aeloh, “ubdd o]zl AW BfFEo] FHoI R . HHES ol BA ALA &
Fatepme

ol nl e H& lo|iqe] HAMyelZ Hetdr Folal Mol vtk G Fkelt
& BEs kel & wlolve WA sl M thikel wel e ¥e ¥ E
ESh=EY] RIEE & 4 9o

M. @ele g RIER

1. Fieder?| #%in¥i%(Contingency theory)
1) R CHE .
golvl g Wl A2 FkiE AAE A# Fred E. Fiedlero]w 8 M3 Conting-
wy HEigelek gk, 29 RILEGRC &dw & SEY BREL b 27hA EHR @9
e Aol 2 A} wlol w8 Ad(rersonality) el x, E417}F 2l e]v]st elv 4]
- RF sok T Bl A T oRie) Ak elol® Fel HHHEE FgH Fiuke] 2
e Aelok®? o}E wadw o] Contingency o] HEW &G-S I (situational)s]

1 .E,H, Schein, op. cit, p.48

2) F.E. Fiedler, “The., Contingency Model ~New Directions in Leadership Utilization” Journal
of Contemporary Business 3(1974) : 65 cited in W.]. Duncan, organizational Behavior,
2nd ed., (Houghton Mifflin Company, ,1981),p.228



8 WMBHE AR RUE Hisig
7 o]k,

oy HraEdlk hige] 2 o)t A HFF s AFIEs(favorableness for the leader)):
Al 7EA B JRUEE o3sle) g Hew 1AL

@ =olvlst HRAS AR (leader-menber relation)

@ M R ML= RE (task-structure)

@ "Holvl7l ZA == mfriis (Position power)g-o]vl!®

glo] o] — EBK A BAfRE ®lol el o MR K=l OHEAY B (psychological distan
ce)'? BEE T}, ; :

REWE T BRAT BITshs #¥e) Wks] #E (high structure)sle] gk, ohvd
23 3ha Bred shAl BES ) vk BEE $ake

WAy (Position power){ 2o ¥l 7 Abx] shiz Bhazel] o=l #79] @E% 2hRbet, B
friETol =t KRS Blelvlzh Mol o8 A ad BRE o WTFE T M5 E wWolgo:
BE A JEd 4 & Aolvh

Fiedlere] #j3lm. o] A3k 349 REUEAES A5a-g &5ke] gojvfoAdl oA
glol vl 4] kLY H—AFM: (the favorableness of a situation)e] EH vl AHolek, =
L Wi HFI# (the fayorableness of a situation)& [§kife] 2 o)v) & d}e]F 2 £
o HEF o YAE sHEA s AEY | B @RI glor, ofd wlelvlq MHA
(style)d] Bk ol “RIWAHFIM" 35le] REAE Aolvt.

Fiedleri= o] & $jal 124¢-5ck 80071 EEE HRo 2 3ho] 60 FUES HHE BF
Fgon o) & WAE HEild 2+ 249 BEd ghistde?

(1) #Efmiyel =leld (& LPC)'™” & &l & FHHEHAY L =i $ 7F$|J1‘LF SRR N
Al EBE M R BITE 7 v HEHi e ek

(2) Afnfgiapyel glolv (F& LPC)= Rike] FFRAE ¢z 2¥da FFEAE ¢
2, 5 FFIMe] fHBES HEIRA A EBE A 2 BiTsE flRAe] gtk

o8 MALE FoRad -8 o

13) F.E, Fiedler, A Theory of Leadership Effectiveness, (McGraw-Hill,Inc., 1967),p.13

14) F.E, Fiedler, “The Leader’s Psychological Distance and Group Effectiveness” in Group
Dynamics, Cartwright and zander, 2nd ed,, (New York:Row, Perterson and Company, 1960),
PP.86—606, RiRHE, RS LA Al B S8Ry Hed syt R,
AEREBW BE AR LB, 1970, & T2,

15) F.E, Fiedler, op.cit.,P, 147

16) R.N. Osborn, op.cit., P.458

17) { LPCsleast preferred cowoker
The low LPC leader = task-oriented styles]
Fiedler, ibid.,P.45



BETE A dolvld REEA 9

o2 7bA] EERF] M ol o4 A

S RO

A FdE A B H EE -G

v

HFIE o] v 4
"

FFIES M AR Holvld
BES KK IR/

2 Polv ~ MRAMR, BEME, BN 34 RIUBEES Al Je4 8
42 e M @Ol AR E AT 2 BB ek BRGL Hold 4 REE 3
e T fRe o R Ao

2ol w8 LPC g 43} fhie] 747 vhe S BEKESIY MR

(S
100
B LPC
(o
Ry
v
fLPC
(5‘%#\4’)\”—‘% ll L1 1 [ (1 1 9 - ']
(AP HRE 5 FRIR B RHD KB
@RED I m N v W W VI
Ao ¢ #F2 #2 Fe zwle za:ie adie z3de
FHdr=z) P23 T2 7= aF=I T3 T2} 723 Tz
ol dad) W @ éﬁ 5 " % B %

2) Fiedlerfifio| Bifole| ¥
Bfol & o) Fiedlers] jfilo] el A
Blolol4 #EM-e LPCAIK a4 s, BREE Akl

ANERE RILA A8 el RHES Jrh, HES
B RS HA 3 3l

18) Ibid., P.14
19) TIbid, P, 146



10 BEHEH AR HXE Ho

wEol, BN RS Bk H-4A17 el dRIEA gk,

Fiedler+ BREHRUILA A “fRIe] FFM F wlolvl —MRAS BURE WES Hed
GAS (the group atmosphere scale)u}t HBAE BIgEstgek o] EA (GAS)= LPCo=
t}27 a semantic differentialo]= o] vl oA IS 3} 8 22N BENES ERE
Aok WERBRE BeRel 29 MKATRE Fe FQutevtn 44Gn#) st BES vk
AR AR, BKAER FH & 9% ¢ ddz gt Jdk Wm0 B
H-& Khf (favorably).o & FFEItch= Aoluh, @b GASE BRIt “RinEF
o RER Y gk Aol |

EREERPe Fiedlere] g A gshevl s} 8 & #igel gobdd 24L& BERite) A Y
KR L Fololw A& A JEsErY Mg S sivksld HEEHY MR
M Z#EE TR Rl dalde AY s o] FelA S’lzlv %7 w Eoll, BRS¢
2 OBESAY 2ase 4L A dya A5 sholr] o,

MREL S Taldte R A8A78 L FA49 Wt McNamarash Enns 183
williamse} Hoyell a4 #B17=gl vl o] €& A4 ol& %R HCHEEs A&tz g
t}, McNamara$} Enns: Z%E KR (a rating scheme)-& f#fHsle] #k A (School officials)
ol Al BRe RS FEINES shagle}. 0

Williamss} Hoy?"% Davyid Ryans®] F=idtam %Zﬁfﬁ#ﬁﬁﬁiﬂf%( Teacher Characterist ic
schedule)-& HKHE= g, nvl EHA R4S BEE A8 .

F PIged #ERe EHAE v sk vebgeh, 5 R 25, KR delv4d  FHY
RIS FRBGRE JEhR gohon, BigE 19 Bk -—-BABAR & BEE, 1
BIfR7F 8 BRHCE Mo S date] BRY ol d MW RMS EMMGRT &
= et
McNamaras} Enns®] Bfgeel A= 2ol ol 4] AL 4h500 M HMMGR-T, HeR -2 M
o BAfR7E F-2 BiRtl A —0.48, BeR-FAM M MG R BHKd A 0.322
gl et P

¥] &3tA] Williamso} Hoy] Bfgel A+ 919 4%l 22 —0.499 0.27¢] AARIRIRS
fzsta glek,

20) V. Mc Namara and F. Enns, “Directive Leadership and Staff Acceptance of the Principal”
Canadian Administrator, 6(1966),5-8 cited in w. k. Hoy,et al., Educational Administs-
ation:Theory, Research, and Practice, (Random House,Inc., N., Y., 1978),P.195

21) -L.B. Williams and W.K.Hoy,“Principal-Staff Relations:Situational Mediator of Effectiv-
eness, The Journal of Educational Administration, 9(1973), 66:73, cited in W.K. Hoy, o-
p. cit., P,195 .

22) McNamara and Enns, op. cit., P.7 cited in Hon,ibid, P.195

23) Williamg and Hoy, op. cit., PP,69-70. Cited in Hoy, ibid, P, 195

_ZQ—q



BETES oA elelvlq) MinBm 1
Fiedler®] MRULHEGmol A AlAb=l whslbo], Hifke] &gl sl & T3 Y& Bl
1 B glo)vl4e] Bl #itkal A& BT gz, A By ML ol
18 BAGRE Vel & Aelel, Bifke] EfliEel o8 %/ W F4H T v BRAAS
Moozt Es WAl velhvda glAnl), Afhole] ko] B Rk JFE
|2 & EE welx gl
gol ol 4 Mol HFIEHA RS B A Hie] MEHLH RES HWAT ) HRM
AL By EAK el A& BB oA meg-HRR MEs BRI R
| &b TR =vte EARERANA 728 TRE + d7 dEddA=E 2,
KH2 #R AMSLRy BEle] SEEM UM A 2/ EHRHL + de AL
AR BRAES itE— MY MERRY Jdg 5+ J&E FUE REBRT
IE R REHE &8 2 A £ ¢ sEelsh
o T Pt #ige] EREKY BRI glx, A4 ARG WekR GRE o
BE AT Al obF AR HRBRE ¥ e Ao o4, ] FAY HEe
A2 RRERT —FET e & BNRE BREBE R AL oL HET EAY
4 T8-S =e R¥el Bl B4 Fos, webd 2 Bk & slelvly REE
Ao A el BMERT PRME XL A 4+ d& Al

?

2. FarrisQ| SEERKRIEE (Five Factor Contingency. Approach)

R EA = s BhE et Farrise] 2.7 o)t} 248 Fiedlerd] iy
= xlol vh2r}, Farris: 2944 o 89 (influence) & & Zgj-‘%%]—l, 29 8%Y-E 2 BRESH
-2+ v 27 dAut _LF (supervisors)y #F (subordinates) of% R-F2AE RFE= o
- ERYeh, 2l AW MES wlelw 47Eje] A H et} (appropriateness)E vhE v
7hx BERe =¥ gea £

A A 2 RIS BRE RERET

£ 43 ol BB WRAS

A A FAR gl BEE (FH FEEE 2E)A o= BE HESA Dok

'Y ALt o4
A 2 gREe] BRAEA A AL BE BESM ‘fL}°l"—°4Z]~7P~4 o4
ch A EETEES) (time pressure)

4) G. F. Farris, “Leadership and Supervision in the Infomal Organization, in J. G, Hunt an-
d L.L.Larson(eds.), Contingency Approaches to Leadership, Carbondale, I : Southern Illin-
ois University press, 1974),cited in Osborn, et al., op. cit,, pp.461-463,
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12 WMBEE LR B #15iF

Farris®] B €4, o5 EEES MLBF (performance)s] HF shtd BANE
ol, Belv] 8 78 HLEMES (Group innovation)e] Bifkel 9a< & Aol B Ao
B o] PGS tho ol Pl | '

Farris®] 5941 #RytEEEe®

BHE (S SEBRE (GM)9] D
BN & E
<AAE Folvlq HE>
- 171 (collaboration) : S¢} GMe] #2443 . %% (domi nation)
o2 gF '
ﬁ -
- %A (domination) : St EgFge P4,
GME B3 %
+ &L (delegation) : Si= {£43 Y4},
GMe Hd3 P2
.................................................................................................. : i;}(abd,cauon)
& (B SSHGMe] A7 4
%Y Y}
HHEE HRol WK A€ ﬁ%oﬂfﬂﬂ B
q"‘.{l‘ oA = &
Y
=3 7
AR ‘
2 7
& L%
EE B

A wml, B, XMW, B, 2L BEFBZA FEE MKAe) Fls: 999
o HEHYl BEE bl E Aoloh. AMA X: MY SEEEE BRI GEEY Y
oA MRAES el BE AAY BETE WEE vehd Relth HIKASY ey &
mES] g pe] o Rol St (%) T REAAE ololelAl A4 F/E BY, %, =
fEole, WEEY N o HRAS NS Fe WE %R A o Adach, B
B M0l w3 wEE HHY & el [BE] o] 4 AHsi),

25) R,N, Osborn,et al., op. cit,, P.462
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BETR oA wlelvlq] MRHEA 13

EAS Jebd, fERd) Ay MEH A8 A4 Pelvl FHY REN REBEF
A}, GEEG BRAE B Zol HRE WASE Lol HEY RRIAAL Tl o A
B (A44) Hojok wrh, e LT AAL oyl Roer aduh. e Fo¥ 9 B
B (71%)/time pressuree] & W& [FEI = [HE] o) 2e} & 4A¥ whake]
st ‘

of L HHEY olviyent ALFHE Aol okl HRASY 43 (WAd F= (4]
TA Ae) elolv &)= HL=et,

Farrise} & el #EE o}F SiFES ¥ges Vroom3}l yettond] HH5Relvl, 1] o]
T Wigee] ZAE Farris®] BT ohivel L il #A- #3ka gl K3ke Vroo
m3} yettond] WaeE HFIH (normative) (2o]v7t Fo1A WAL Rl A ok 4
o] Folal7HE BhFx %) oleh '

3. House2| Path-GoaliRff(Path—Goal theory)

o] WIREH#-S Housesh Mitchello] o5k Bio 2.4, o MWie wlolnl7h MM AkA#
o EAK BRel WY WRASS mEd A9 g5 %ua A FHERER (Path
AWA e FEoto] WAA —Hmal MLE 2ET

o] Path-Goal mwl-& wv} —fEpyQl  HiAHEZ (expectancy theory)el] <3laL gle}, o]
M Ee) b, Sk o9 ko2 FEUNE AL 2 7Bl el uete od
BagERel 719 8AE Aolebe A7, § FBK (instrumental).o & fEHZE A o) D}—E]—.’IL 458
347] W E oz Aotk werd oW ¥ AFEe] {78 (behavior)E, ol shhe] HEH I}
AAY AolsHe M 1T L EHE FTURT Holeh: (Valence) MR 7154
(7 v sexpectancy)ell wel o] Relalvh olddt AL Tolvdel gleldE MEL Aol
o ksl —RESE dolHEL WFE o AEE AT Aol dr WA
28 & Aokl WA FFE F 4 Avkn 44 Gla)sT 97 wFol

M.G. Evanst 28 Biogmel 4 2744 MBS wlolvl 8l 754 AR o gedl 24 &
D BEE BEe e .3 WFEA oAd 8] nARE ¢ J AAAE ¢k g
D BEEEKA T 24— 2 MTFEe WY FHE FTHEE AL—E /474 o}
= Qold, |

26) R.J. House and T, R, Mltéhell “Path-Goal Theory of Leadership”Journal of Contempora-
ry Business 3(1974):8187 cited in W.J. Duncan, Orgamzatmnal Behavior, 2nd ed., (Hought—
on Mifflin Company, 1981), PP.235- 236

27) M.G. Evane, “The Effects of Supervisory Behavior on the Path Goal Relationship”, Orga-
nizational Behavior and Human Performance, 55(1970),277- 298, cited in Duncan, ibid., p.
235
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T4 BMEE KR RCE #holg

Path-Goal BAR-& o] F7bx o] vl¢] MHHES BWRAA

KA, #ol]e F7Ejo] WFENA BolEe A& REE HTE 2 lolvd THE %
F E2YA nT (8 gl wheh, =R A RkEE 9AY S (instrumental)
2.2 ot whel @kl

EA, 2olv)e 78] FrHdHelk, F F/R AEE, 2 (Fole)Y THe] HTE
o] Iy 2 BEL BiFshEd LEY EFE Yoot e s RES BT
ol DERE FEE ALAFE BEA gk gela, oA Awd] EReE FwRehd vhw
3} v,

Bzt Path-Goal xul?®

2R HEy

gy el whE, 33t
Y TEE 1% % B, wEL
Hola Y&

| LA

4EREE

F EEPET I WET PR
§ ame vtz § 29w ohun
- A9 azd o

------ A el y FAL §  rmezs 3
22 Ao, R Few F 9 s9e A9
e,

WEEE WTFSA BEBTS 98 DS Sodsteln stal, 24 Bi BFS of
T BEE S alFoor Wrh WA el wEAew, A ¥ Hast ¢
o}, o) W& EfelVt Biol tha W AR, 2A¢ Fe HE T EE Aok
okl wdolt), Zalokul 2 Bige] FTR Ao® B 4 oA Ak = S BH
EEAA LEE AL, HTRAA, RS KPR RE AL HTEANL  Ave]
U ouES 22 AARE s 2 (F)olete AL A4AAFE dolnk, B GEHE)
ok €U L, AA 2T (ML Bivel MTE WAL HHER FRYel Ixk
2 2e (HAA) T LB Yk

o] @A Houses} Mitchelle, o) w8 HhfEo] HHTFEo UL BIFaN rhenl BmHS
£ B (setting) & HisgalFE Aoleb ngel, HlAY olm Bkl 23T RS}
TR Aoloha wolv e g RUEY BROL 2 @M NESA $ES 1 R34 R
Faedl EgE Folok vl 2P o AL WTFSA T 49 Hi W EEHEI)
BIrE AFEUY @ET ok AL EBEY 4+ e 4 (poth)d FolF7 HTFEL

28) Duncan, Ibid,, P, 235

i



BEREA 24 Ho54 RREM 15

A% Bhe AFeA B9 Dol el A wbEEA "ok 29wl Helse FEpel Aol
A wk2 9eld AT Saele FFAL 4 FE FEANAY Al e HEML
38 wale A 2

2w ojw ERFel wlelv] P35 E-Ao] A stk ? Housest Mitchels ERE
& #MFES =4 (characteristic)Bfs} ({E¥ -/ (Work-setting)ff.o.2 oEE 4 el
2 2o} 0 5o 83 Folvi el [TBel & s BER 4HA FHel sledl o kA 7

Be MBS MEMR Y Biltdd sdsd 23 oA (WA #8) BRAS K
M W fEgTF ol ke JRULMEA (Contingency Variables)e] o8 2z} Ak Aelrh. <A

& EReE el nold w3t 7,

House¢] = poth-Goal FRR®Y

gols FFE

- R A1 A
e ‘ HTFEY &4
: ;ij:*&zﬂ . k9% (job  satisfaction) :
sgel AAdE 2ALE
=34
"W B - elol o1& M7 +Eo] Flot A
- 9x nges f2AA B4
<HB RS B>
T '_%7]*?‘@;#33%5
Sl =28 whEhd Ao 7d
- %9 (ability) caql L AR MACE )
<fEE-BREE>: —_— %38k=4 (Path)o] gt 74
- BRE (task) :
- RTLEY HERR BELR
=R FEEE

1) 2lo|=el $&REY (directive)ThY

o) AL MELT BIFE dA T Biel KR FAL HEAL YA, TAE A%
A el sok HERE HESe] ¢4 gA s welde iRMFHolsh 122 Halpine]
A4+ initiating structure (FEEHW) FHS AR Aolch ol KRN HEH TR
= HTEY B339 EEEE AoRA, Hge] Wikl =3 A%, MRS AKX
MIIRASR (formal authority system)s} 4Bishl HEXLSIA) shskd #& of #HmEy WEAT

29) House and Mitchel, loc, cit,, cited in Osborn, op. cit., P, 463
30) Osborn, ibid,, P, 463
31) 1Ibid,, p.464

Do o



16 WMECE KB RSCE Hoif .

B HHE HTFEE FPA0s KES. 28 2 KE 4% GRIET)NAE o I
T EEE TR S AR ndAE  WFEAA HEMOR (EMdd THMEE
2 5A & A2 A He geb, 2] Housest Mitchels) ¢elwd 2 9]} 22 F#
8 Aot MRS ftkol ek IRIBE] A (EATEE Aotk 2 8¢ FEE B
(Task)®] ko] el Aut QA BHELE A5 GEote Aok, HRMW HET
BE WM R5d A9 a4 B4 FHR Aol ohid T B B BT
Petol ANFAA (AAH T, faA)8l Ao oS FHAE Aotk F BEHK] =
Faohe A 2 Mo w4 R RETES LB A-Lohishe Rt
2) igah (supportiveness) IHEITH

o iR HREHE TR Btk JITHold, BAAYL, HTY LEy £7d L
e 23 EEES) GHE SAAE ¢ dvk oA AFLY HRM#E THEA Halping
Consideration (BEH:)T A fisE FFEoloh,

House and mitchel®] jR¥Ex el &3, o] HIBHY HEE THE dd 05E X2y,
Kol MANE, AAEA Vakk MWRATAA REAA) A% ABeEE Aol

3) BiRt—3EM fHiE

ol AL MBI BEE WEST, WFEA BEKkMe s BERTE M, BTE
o & ASE Bhd e FL FHE e 13 HEEY FHE 1 BEeE W
o] mule Mael Slohd, BRI Holv4-S, HEel HEE BT ¢ A HTEY
] HE B FERE AT Yo, HTER ok F Byt & KB EHRTE 9
o B& @RS e KRR fEAsA 2 Aclshe Aelvh
House and Mitchel& 75-& Bigeel A, T3, IFEHL BEE BT HTFEA
B Bt EA et A3 HFEY M (Bhshd KEte AolBk) Mol HaEmel B
7 9eg wra wal vk, iR KERQL Wkl H HEe]l A MEelE o MK KirE A
et ol PRMEEL #7, L3 R delude 9% F 4 ik A7t o
wohe HEE A48 F3 g

4) %EEE“; (participative) 2[0|C{#&

o) A& WFE A BERES vl 289 #R AL 7ol Folvd ol 5
AAJA ), EREH BEY vl e 2 Bl WTEANA ego-involvementE HAs7] #
ol FEBERAY 214 ) Bl vrbs BEM KEE QoA HTE 2o Eas Qe o9
i} ego-involvemente] | 8] Ffesl x| & RMM Mol A& oA E—HREHKN HTFE
mko] BEMY $HMA A et o wLE A A, o] Y] A R (authoritarianism) & B #

32) log.cit,



BETH 1A Slolvlq] RmHmHA 17

ol ek fEFS A& & dvk. HousestMithcheld] ffgtel &5hd, Ry olelv)4 &
FER R SR B8 — B (ego- involvinog) 7H5-A & #isgal T2 gor, 22l A4 RN
Bo] #ravslx v RER R dls A f&%&@iﬁ’ﬂﬂ HREEY 2HEKKE MslTF glv),

& 2l A9 Jrx] BEE, & HRAY R N-ARk, BH, —RIFEEE
BAE S obA WA ke,

WTES EHERL, AN AR HRER BERTA BRI Rt 2], ankE
fEERTY HEste gAY, oA TaA EHde HTEAAE HEE 7R 933
d HEAY £R4E do] I E 2EH, '

A — sk R A AE, T/ AR (8 222 HEFEE s s )
oluk, St (2B 78] MARLE AWMl A #Hikl=E ) ol vkl =2} 2R
MHEEE 75 Hikike) 2eld Aolehe fHaZelvh. AMke]l sminrt RHEW JREE
786 Bok Kirgyo® KEEY Aol Aol ‘

im0 2 Housed] Fiin-o Fiedlers] Tifsl go] $elEolA 2lolvl4 Hgeel A ik
WMo EEMES Y T v RINEEREL 2 Fask Al Aske vkt o] EEMY A
o] ol el HEIWA H.0E,0] oldelE AEE RBAE AR BEAY LEMES A
Apsta gleba skl '

4, Hersey—Blanchardo] SR IEER

1) =k elolcl] A =2H

ot FHMEE 2 wolvi e olv4 FAlel st fTHistT = R %A A=
BRE L glEertel = deke AL ol AR 2 g wf ol

o3kl o KEEM o)v]4] Wgeale] (The Center for Leadership Studies at Ohio Uniw)
ersity)¢] # o)A (Paul Hersey)$} nelx}ol= (Kenneth H, Blanchard)E ®olvi42 &
ek (effectiveness)- o] t], #F (follower) 8 JRWME (situational variables)E ]
g4, 5 E=f (L.F.S)& $Hstz gl

BRI Folvl e 29 =loly 78S RS Bl T shokel ALAA U2+ g4
ok grk, R EFolk MTY #oke 4 ng=e g Aol okl @&, Bolvlst
A Holvl TES] AL el wFol *]-% b AL AT el v e =
A o] obd o= givh el A BHHEE AT AFadE S¥l7) YA T Hks
ol = 293 (approach)E whioirbis AF7kel A dom bR, *®

.33) paul Hersey and K.H, Blanchard, Management of Organizational Behavior:Utilizing Hu-
man Resources, 3rd. ed., (Prentice-Hall, Inc,, Englewood Cliffs, N, J., 1977),P. 10}
34) log. cit,

— 27 —



18 BMBOT AR BRCE 1048

WEE: 2718 Belv 7B ML T RIS BEast WTEY  fkeel] EEAA
e el g5 BAY B AR BEE Bk 2 oS HREL Aol

Hersey$} Blanchard® tl-&3} o] =kpElold A&t =9 (Tri—Dimentional Lead
er Effectiveness Model)2 AA13lx g},

FRHRT T+ o] W.J. Reddine] =kt HHHM 2o A 1=

o e¥]e]l =) (Managerial Grid)$} %2 fBErde #
BRI BRERILO o A RTe sh) o AR

\g}, Pioee & e sta gled
;"O«- o] =kt Bl ol Ak =wlo) 4] Herseys} Blancha
- %’br rde ostele Ty elvq mde WEFH B
& WGBS AR T B RS st o FAge
% B 24, €o)o] FEE A e e 1A IR

i HiAsE x REste gdek, 2 A 2ol v HEle]
Folal Rite AT F -t B (effective)ﬁP“/‘rL HFEE HAst, AP g o
£ IR (ineffective)sleli= FIFEE AR,

2ol vl fTEPHALS] ARkiko] I el HF3HA Hvhwl MAReE oul FARQL o] v
A= R wet ARElr = dln JEfAssh = dteh, oekA ARhd RS JEERE R
Tt e ol v o] FEEAYel =loldl 7Bl Sl o) ohvel = f3Bhe] il At
7t %87t Sle] gl Aol

2ol A B EEE A AL oHE obd AR A BEMS HEfE
Folel, EERMS A& 2E MMRIN A HEHE 3-8 o9 Askisl bk =
EE AEsr] fe) (8skA] (EEgEEEe] HAE A 317 wte Hersey<l Blanchard: o)
2o WERTLE BRI gt F2A] slAo] o),

AW # M HHE olw Bt 25 (stimulus)ol el A A-ska, 2 2o B
gAY et AAse A& o] AFFel d&k wk-E (response)el gt AAE FE g
ok, ol AL Wl EER golvh dkelwl Rt &35 elelv 4] AL slvm FEgshe
BHFEL AT T AHEE BmERsT, K@ 2ol o wld MK #EHEE AR 5
W ATEL ATuck osls ATo| At KE Y HEE B o Eelh, o Ha i

35) P. Hersey, Management concepts and Behavior : Programmed Instruction for Managers
(Little Rock, Ark:Marvern Publishing co.,1967),p.15,cited in Hersey and Blanchard, Ib-
id,,P. 101,

36) W.J. Reddin, “The 3-D Management Style Theory” Training and Development Journal,
Apil 1967, PP,8-17,cited in Hersey and Blanchard, ibid.,P.104,

.__28_.



BETE A Dolvlq Mhmmek 19
&L vhe 2R =R Eelv Hadk =l & KBS g

Byl

ZRT elol v A md

U wemne mr

BRREEGE) | B %G
st st
WOEE) | R |

BIREEGE) | B 3G
s} g
BORGD)  BRECD

2w o] Rdle] A ARkl SashEA obwl JABEA s AL R
AL F}E oobs st ARo] molAnl, EEE] JIAE AL el B L et
WA ol <k ®eh o ks KER R dAAE 1w Polu FHE WS Akstle
B8] 8 gl A o ER ES vt A7 W Bolvh, ZHEE Akl %
RS MEC T AHEKT ks 9¢ e Ae 2ol AAY Wk gl Aol ok
mag WEs & 4 AE RS o] A& FURe Ha HEMATA HEY SE
Fl~FA7ER SRR, AR SRS —1~—47hR] WS Fweta gl

SRT welvl Atk 2o K&e TE R A B—o HAM et B
e WEh ST gvks Holth BB Bol [ B, =& MM 9 ERY Ag
A e oW HER RS WA FEIS ke Aol

2elw elelvl 4 B AEES REsE RABEL Foddst? |

Hersey<} Blanchard: =l kit Mgl =1vl 4 BEER2A LA, MR, ¥
T, 28 REMEEYE e s o) 29 =4 RREH# (situational Lea
dership theory)el A& MWME 24 HT (AN RMEE T2 gvk. 5 29 =Hen4

37) Ibid., P.106
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20 WMBEHEAR RLE F

WRERS FURGE, RETE R RHE MO s WY EWE T gw.
o] WS MR lo)vi4l MBI WTFEL) WM BIRE e Yk Aol
A RBEE wAT BRASY BEE RESE 5 (A5, 7] AQE B
At Aol e 4 gk My W MAC BEY HEAR TL ERYOE EHNT
glet, .

A9 Kol 3 Mo HANESS2A Herseys) Blanchard® th&3} 2& HABRE A
Hate fao R Agstagicl, @

R A+ R D.C. Mcclelland®] BELEMHMES AFdo] 23 Q& Febieh [ B

RIEE] o} [ Ty BEE BEd: Ehl 9 Eﬁﬂm 8401 o

ol B AL BES A 4+ b ARonA, o HE, & TmMe BEos

o] 014 i 40] v},

DB : A0 A& woo = HRWe WE
@ Aol AT BN

A ARG BRER Mo BEARE dAAE e Ko R Lk,

o Al RE—MRINE] £ OWMHREY RME: BERTY EHY RERGE
S Bl 0 AT @ DR RIE: BASEAY e T BER R A% S,

& kMol [RE—MMREE] B 2ol ik AREL WEBRTE B BHF e A
Az & Bk okvsh, Hdl Rt HERCY AEAL AAL vk, B R KM
- BWREE ] & ehl molx gk AREe o2 WHBTY WM LI
REE 25 Ao Hele),

thsis) : Chris Argyrise] FRHi—RMER AL ho] (age)sl 3h}o) FHe] B4 gl
ab, ol e ol B4 RRERG A AR 9k REESE EEMEA guch o

2) BlolCig KRB

Hersey and Blanchard®] =94 MIRHHRS MTE RE—FBREE] o vzt g
ol vl RS Ak B EWM] 2He FI & WRelch. o] Wi MAMae =l
A 2 FEhs A, '

O WTES RAES] Kige] HET RIRTAA AL FmstAl s old et ﬂ°lb1
E BT Folu B4R TBE Wmsho] thfEslel fACl el whbA g K
e ol 2xS gt ‘

@A £ RMEA Fiy LS K#e] o gloxmd ofw o] & REMTEH Bxb

39) TIbid., P,161
40) Ibid., P.162
41) Toid,, P,163
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BEAEG YA BolH4 Riimm 2

P RSk TBE Fole Aol Ao, oA Hd EACY £ELS FES BT
A1 A S BEERE obviEh DEfe R RHEEHA Reh, oA S BR¥e] SEMA Fife)

gol fEACI KMol A7l V& W2 XBBTE WET + dA=.

#19] i##¢ Hersey and Blanchardt w}-&3k o] gER ok diffoz 7= e #

|2 (Cycle) & el glv}.
IR A B ubs) o] T
-k A Bl Wk A el
1 &8 Jrkek & solvlqg HA
Elol® fTEhel FE)ol 479 =
stel 4 AFgE(Guaderants)e] 23
hie FAgtg de HEEa
o glolv o EEdd g+ @A
Kol } SRES] Rk FTEY
RAE)L 2lolvlg =g atm
ol RERF—BHS] Add=m &
R®E o gt

Hersey and Blanchard®] HRiR
Hige] AlAbeh vlE Efpsind,
7k, AAR Holvi4 HES B
EHERAA fERoke] e
BTFES  RFKHEe]  RE#el A

A% glo| 4] M AR

ge By
WBOR
He
! o‘
o
=
25
ﬁ
=2 0n
i
[ feXd]
1 ]
1
1 . ) 1 !
) WA —— &)
; = g';'} o
| D - gt
mmlm%mz'm *jg

RHo s Epagel sek Azl Qwe AAW Polv Y FHE 2 iKY HRE o &
1o hokehe A4 FUoh webA FolAl WA olwlak lolv 4 Mol Ay BT
e A & SEe Riukiol ek Rebel ok geke Aoluh,
»}. Hersey and Blancherd JREMM-E #HTES) RS MES EMWIE Aozl BR
I 2ol el A nxl Holvld dude BML (SRR EWBHTE) dos

P mEHel o8 REBRS BRESL kA S

ok chE RAEMR-S (BlAs] Fiedled)) HTFES #EHolY A% FASAY o =
I Aoz 3t gledl Katel o RAERL olvl e Zelvl 4] T8 I = zhol

I3t #0T =& £ KHEE Ao HRALS e

g A gl

12)  Inid., P.170
t3) E,H, Schein, op. <¢it,, p.125

elelvlq BAREY H5Hq
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5. Vroom—Yettono| jEaHAY EE «©

Vroom—Yettons] =ul-& HEMRE Ml B Aotk 18- FolA Myl BT &
Ry A S puEshe 2§ $18h
1) 5718 wlo)v) 4 A}
2) 78 Ry E )
3) 1479 BERE W& SRskL glvt. : :
544 lelvi4q MM (BEkE FEDS [HHIN BRI, [EBRER) FERR) b o
LB etk whel 57hx 8 MERLe = A e ehgal ek
* HEW 8B (Autocratic Process)
Al HBY) 8% + dx AT £ Jv #6 HHRE FHdA B2 242 BRRES
el & Fod,
Al : MTER JE] HHRE 54U E =2 e £3 el goly
* BB (Consultative Process)
Cl : &% WTE3} 1H1e HWEI 7= o BR= st BRRE HTE BRE
HA HAL A5 BERES B2 A E o, :
ClI ‘B¥ MTE £Ho 2 RS st 2 A4 HO/F BERES e ol
% HEEE (Group Process) ‘
GI: BERES 9T 4% 23 Fold e R Ho 4% £%3 s RENEE B
3 EEY AR BR2A o4 Ed dE e Held.
7S BESE RS BEREY B 444 (Acceptance)}, e} (Partici pation)g
Eol7] Hhed T BAE BEEE BEOE o] ST gluul, BEFS KLl ol er
8 &ow JAfEEE ’
1) o] MBEE ERYQ BE-s LDER FYU7t? S o Rgnt ofd el F9-¢ Hlvl
2T HE A = MY V7 ? .
2) Felrl FL RES U 4 A% £HT WEE AAL Y8V e
3) 2 MEE Bk dgU7rte
4) RER *HE BT YA B8 AdEe] I REE Lol Eook TMEN Q&AL ?
5) 2t gleolvlrt B m s WHE o AREe] AL wel BY A BHU7?

44) V.H Vroom and P, W. Yetton, Leadership and Decision-Making, (Uuiversity of Pittsburgh
Press, 1973, chap.3), Cited in F. Luthans, Organizationsl Behawior, ard ed,, (McGrow.
Hill, Inc., 1981), PP, 441-443,

45) Vroom and yetton, ibid., cited in Schein, op, cit,, P,118
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6) o] BERE a4 BHY EMEEE e MKAS SRt g7t e

7) o) [fEe) Ala A¥ME REe LEA BRA M 25 298 AgeIAe

A Bl A golv st Fola Rl e oty FHE HEd + dA 37 94
A BRERE 7 (Decision tree:d 59 BARES 4% Flow—Chart)E st 3o
AL el AA= @Rt @),

#% Contingency theoryo| 3885 5l 3385

Contingency theory: ERMEfTEe] Wiat Eo] MER AV E st Z. of RITHAH
BEe 29 B{+ 72 g K, Contingencyst HETHEF & =&& F71 $14
At 2B 2T It HAE FHA ke

<EH> _

@ Contingency thioryx oW JR¥-& F#ae “shintd FHEF & F7ide 44&
HEZ.

@ Fiedler®] Bt =lelvl4y Mol 23} =lejoF & T (Components)e] =ik BRL-E
Bs] gek, Blelvl = st T B, B, HHI WTHY MES A3 2858 BB
Bas] gk, BT Helv e fHhe) EER WRo2E A & EEF el B
FTAE TRYHE AL Fiedler LY BEHEF T oletx Eieh, @

<gE>® ‘

@ Rzl HF7r HAL S4o] T, F HER dolv T BRI old
7t R AW, BT A& Rkl sHbsls] TR Aolwh

® T4k (subordnat Characteristics)] 2ol A& LS 2= ¢okel,

®‘ ol FTF7F 2w g HE 877 (Actual technital Competance)g- Aol =z 3}
A 35},
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ABSTRACT)

Contingency Theory of Leadership in Educational
Administration

On, Kyung—-Chong

This‘paper was undertaken in an effort to gain insight into the contingency theory
f leadership. ’

The presuse leading to a contingency theory has largerly come from people who a-
e actually practicing management, It is becoming more and more apparant that neit-
er the guantiative nor behabioral approaches have all the answers,

A contingency approach to organization takes a dlifferent view : although there is
o one best way to organize and manage people in all situations, There are certain d-
sighs of organizational structure and discribable management methods that can be-
lentified as being most effective under specific situational contingencies.

The key to understanding and dealing effectively with Organizational behaveor, fr-
m a contingency point of view, lies in being able to analyze the critical variables in-
v given situation,

This papeJ has selected five contingency thesories or models in order to examipe th

situationa) variables adopted in those models. Those are:

1. Fiedler,s leadership contingency theory

2. Farrig’ five-factor contingency approach

3. House’ Path-Goal leadership theory

4, Vroom’s normative leadership model

5. Hersey and Blanchard’s situational leadership theory

In sum, three basic propositions underlie the contingency approach to organizat-
ional behavior

1. There is no one best universal way to organize and administer schools

2. Not all Ways of organizing and administering are equally effective in a givé-

n situation: effectiveness is contingent upon appropriateness of the design on sty-

le to the situation,
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3. The selection of organizational design and administrative style should be based

upon careful analysis of significant contingencies in the situation.

This paper find out the fact that the situational variables adopted in fhose conting-
ency models are various.

But, excepting fiedler,s model, they are somewhat are related with one or more o-
rganizational components,i,e.,the task itself or leader-followers relations rather than

a set of organizational components that define the basic nature of an organization
as a complete organizational unit.

For example, each situation of the eight situation (group) of Fiedler,s leadership
model is an organizational situation that has the basic organizational components as
a complete organizational unit, His model,s contribution is in combining situationa-
1 yariables into a complete organizational unit, This paper believes that future rese-
arch also should include variables from each of a set of the elements that an organi-
zation consists of, at least, such as tasks, leader-followers relations and traits (o-

r leadership styles),
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