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The theoretical study of Organizational Effectiveness
(Indicators developed for the military security personnel evaluation)

Kim, Sung Woo*

ABSTRACT

When we estimate any organization, we can use scientific tool such as organizational effectiveness. It is ve
ry difficult to know the level of organizational goal. If you plan how to assess the effectiveness of your organ
ization, It is a complex and difficult problem, because a few social scientist think that there are many point of
view of an abstract concept of organizational goals based on the relatively concrete concept of organizational
effectiveness. Social scientist Campbell insist that it is impossible to estimate organizational effectiveness accu
rately. So we should develope the perfect method to measure the organization as a system, the member’s self
satisfaction, the efficiency of the team. To achieve a good organizational effectiveness, we should study the m
ethod of approach about organizational effectiveness. This is theoretical study and show that the concept and

method of approach about organizational effectiveness.

Key words : organizational effectiveness, organizational goals, self satisfaction, concept and method
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