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‘Ioavvag Aopripn-Anpakn, I[Ipoc wiav
Kowawvioloyiav tic Haideiag, 1, "Avotd-
w HMawdeio: Edkapiot kai ’Epnoddia,
“Exdooic "Efvikod Kévrpov Kowvovik®dv
Epeuvdv, "AOfivar 1974, oel. 153.

Al Kowovikal *Emtotijpat 8&v €xovv
yevik®g TOV pokpov Piov TOV ALV
Emiomudy, 1 8¢ Kowovioloyio tiig
Tadeiag avnket glg tag Eoyatmg Gvanto-
0eicag &pedvac. Eig tOv tOmovV pag
10 mediov tiig &pedvng Tavtng  elvat
eloétt map9évov. “Omeg OpBdc mapa-
mpel 7 cuyypogedg, i "EAAnvikn Kot-
vovie Swetekel eloétt el katdotaciy
pevotoTnTog, O 8V Adyov kol BEv
Exet eloftt avamtoxdf N kowvovikn Epev-
va elg OV tomov pog. Elvar Speog kaipog
vi Gvantoyfoby ai Epevval t@v Eni pé-
povg Kkhadov tiic Kotvevioroyiug xai
£6®, OU Epevvntdv EpyacBiviov 1idn

£nil Opoiwv Epevvav gig xmpag t00 EE0-
TEPLIKOD.

Agyopévn 1| oLYYpPUQELE TOV KPUTOhV-
1o Optopov Ot M IMadeia armoterel 10
Spyavov, 61" 00 petadidetal eig tag vem-
TEpAC YEVEUG 1) TOAMTIGTIKT KANpOvouia,
dyetar gig 0V kabopiopov v Bepdrov
tii¢ Kowwvioroyiag tiic IMatdeiag, driva
elvat: 1) ai ideoroyiar mepi IMaideiog,
2) M doun BV QopEmV NG, dniadn TV
oyoreimv, 3) | oxéolc 100 CLOTANATOS
¢ HMudeiog kel tiig Kowavikiic opya-
viceng, 4) ai émdpldoeic Tob ye®YpUPL-
kod meptfdilovrog kal 5) TG KOWOVIKG
AAPUKTNPLOTIKG Kol 1) oTdolg Tdv matl-
devoviov kai 1@V maidevopévov. "Emi
mréov Spog elvat avaykn va dievepynodv
Epevval kol 81d tovg GALovG TopElg TOD
EMAnvikod kowvovikod Piov, fitor TV
oikoyévelav, Opnokeiav, £pyaciav, mo-
ATV Opyaveoty, SikatooOvny KA.
Movov Katdmy TOloVT@V EPELVAV Kai
cLVOYOYTC GoQUADY GUUTEPUCUATOV &l-
vat duvatov va 6dnynddpev eic opBov
TPOYPUUHATIOHOV KOLVOVIKTG TOALTIKTG.

Eic tv napoboav perémyv énelntion
v topacyebobv otolyela, fiTot Slamotd-
oelg kol eikaciat &k tijg  &pedvng 1OV
oyéoewv Tiic "Avotatng Madsivg kai t1ig
dopfic tig ‘EAMnvikiic Kowvoviag. Av-
Tt dovavtal va gpnoipedboovy @g Bacelg
Sua v avarntody “EAlnvikiic Kowvovio-
Loyiag tiig Taudeiag Ond EmoTNHOVIKTY
Evvolav—OytL E0vokevrpikny. Eidikdrte-
pov, katomy SieEaybeiong derypatoin-
nTkfic €pedlvng KOWOVIKTC-OTATIOTIKTG
pvoems eig 10 TMavemothuiov "AOnvov
1 10 £tog 1963-1964, 1| cuvyypueLs: )
mupovotdlel 1 mopiopate Su TO ob-
oTNHE TOV EVKUIPLAY S10 TNV AvOTATNV
ekmaidevoty, B) mopéyer mAnpogopiag
1 TOUG TOPAYOVTAG OITIVEG KOADOLY
mv ionv a€onoinciy 1@V edKaLPLAV,
v) 8idel &vdeikelg &mi tob katd moOcOV M
‘EAAnvikn Tadeic ovpParier eig v
GUVTIPNOLY KoL GVOVEDGLY TV NYETOY Kol
8) &poaviler v éktiuncly @V TpoTI-
pnocenv tiic onovdiic o tic “EAAnvikiic
Kowaviag.

IIpo tiic SlaTLTOCENS TMV TOPLOHATOV
¢ £pedvng d1a v ‘EAAnviknvY "Avertd-
v Hwdeiav, | ovyypapede Sidet dei-
yHoto Tod tpomov kad Oy yivetar 1| Sie-
PELVNOIC TG KOWOVIKTG TPUyHaTiKo-
™T0¢ Kal tdv avtikeipévov tiic Kotvovio-
roviag tiic Maideiag eig Tag TeXVOLOYIKDS
GVERTUYHEVAG YOpag TOD EEmTEpLKOD,
apod M ékel Epevva amoteel, ¢ elval
QUOIKOV, 1O Umodeiypa Epyaciog Kai
8 Mpdc. 'Ex tiic émiokonnoens tadtne,
£k T Omoiug mpokinTEl 6TL OGS TPOG TO
ideddeg Emikputel kel N dmowyic ToD
T.H. Marshall, k8’ fiv «t0 mpopAnuae
ovvictatal eig 10 ndc 0G mupacyedodv
al loor edkapiat yopic va kotapyndi
1 OlKOVOMIKT] KOl KOWVOVIKT GVIcOTNGY,
N oLYYPaeElS, cuvBETovsa Ta Emi puéPOLS
nopiopata, cuvayel tag £Efic tpeic dia-
miotdoelc: 1) 61t 6ha 1¢ dropa icmv TveL-
patik®dyv ikavotntov &v bpictavrat ionv

uetayeipioty, 2) 6t glg 10 drope icwv
TVEVHATIKAV {KAVOTNTOV 8EV TPOGOEPOV-
tol Toal edkaipicl v GmoKTNGOLY Hop-
Qpwotvy avetépov Emmédov kai 3) 611 M
OYXOMKT GnOd0o1 Kui 1| mpoodog HEv
EEaptOviar kvpimg &k Thig Eupdtov £0-
puiag Tod padntod. Tadta eig 10 EEmte-
pikov. ‘O tpomog Tiic deEaywyiic Tfic
£pedivng tadTNng dtacapeital kal did tapu-
0EcEmG S10YpApHOTOS EVEELKVOOVTOS oYM~
HOTIK@G TOG OYECEIS TAV TUPAYOVIOV
xai tdv otogeiov Tig Epedvng.

"AxorovBog éxtifetar M pébodog tilg
&v ‘EArGSL SieEoybeiong &pedvne, O
Tpénog kb’ Ov 1 ovyypagevs Kubdpt-
GE 1TUC KOWAVIKAS TAEES GUHOOVOS
PO 10 EmAyyeipuo TAV YOVE®MV Kol Ta
cuuneplopata. Tadta, Ep@aivopeva Koi
glg eldkov mivaka, avagépovtar glg Tag
mBavotntag eicaywyiic tdv ‘EAinvo-
naidov el Gvotdtag oyohds AvarOy®ms
g «kovovikiig TaEeme» elg fiv dvikouv.
‘H Epevva &yéveto Sua 10 Etog 1963-1964
kai 81 10 IMavemotiutov ‘Adnvdv,
Loyilovral 8¢ d¢ dvhkovta eig TV Gvo-
TEPAV KOLWVOVIKNY TAEWV TG TéEKVA YO-
véov Gokovvtov Elevdipia EmayyElpato
| énayyéipata Awowknoemnc koi Atev-
Bovoewg, eig TV pecaiav TG TEKVO YO-
VEOV GoKOUVTOV EmayyEApate Gnacyo-
AMoE®S YpuQEiov, TO TEKVE EpTOp®V Kui
TOANTOV Kol €lg TV KATOTEPAV TG TEKVE
YEOPYDV, EPYATAV, TELVLTOV.

Kata v napexopévny avdivctv tdv
AMOTEALECPATOV TEPLGGOTEPUG ThUVOIN-
tag émtuyiog Exovv T@ TEKVE TG AVOTE-
pag 1aEemg pé mocootov 2 /3, dAymTEPUG
tiig peoaiag pé 1/4, kai éhayiotas g
katotépag pé 1 /12, Mepartépm 1 ovyypu-
QEVG SLUMIGTMOVEL HOKPAV GELPAY GVIGO-
mrov el 10g mbavotntag Emtvyiog:
1) petald 1@V Kowovik@dv TaEEov, 2)
HETEED TOV EMoyYeANATIKOV OpGdmV Ev-
10¢ £KGOTNG KOWVOVIKTG TaEeme, 3)peTa-
EL v eOA®V Kal avoroyes kel avegap-
g tfig Kowmvikiic TaEeng, 4) petagy
v appévev, 5) petabd @V Oniémv.
TIpdg épunveiav t@v dwumictdoeny di-
dovtal EKTIUNoELS TEpl TOV TAoEMV Kol
npotipfoemy, aftves kpatodbv &v  TH
‘Exnvikiy  Kowovig.

*Ev téhet dEetaletor 10 Oépa Tig avi-
coOTNTOg TAV  EOKULPI®Y  GUYKPLTIKDC
év ‘EAMGSL xoi &v Tolrig, mopatiBe-
pévou xai oxetikod mivakog, £ ob mpo-
komtet 8t al &v Falhig mbavotnteg elvat
Svopevéstepatl TOV map’ NuIv.

Tabta T4 cvpnepdopate o0 Pifriov.
Eic 10 xad’ £xactov Ke@OAae Gvaypd-
eetar Ny oxetikn Piphioypapic kai eig
10 téhog tob PiPriov mapatifetar edpe-
Thprov v Kuplotépev Bepdtav, Gtva
£0iynoav eic 10 PiPriov.

‘H épyacia tiic kupiag Anudaxn elvat
N mpdTN cuoTNaTKY d1d TNV Bepelinoty
tijc Kowvaviohoyiag tiig Iatdeiug v ‘EA-
Aadt. Abtn EotnpixOn eic tag pebodovg
avaroymv Epevvav, altives kadepmdnoav
£ig TOG TEXVOLOYIK®G GVETTUYMEVAG XO-
pug Tiig Aboems Kai Oepeldvel TpOTOV
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*Emifedonois Kowwvixdy Eocvvdr o xai ' toiumror 1974

£pedvng TV TtolovteV Oepdtev elg OV
tonov pog. Ta cupnephopaty koial £p-
pnveiat T mapovong Epedvig TupEyovy
£dapog elg EAeyxov, mopatnpnoele Kai
Kpioelg Kal mavimg amotehodv ednpoc-
dextov Gpetnpiov 6ud T Epedveg TG
Kowvwovioroyiag g Mudeiug pag.

Ata TG pEAAOVTIKAG £pevVOS TOD £150VG
tovtov B £meBvpovy va Emcthow TNV
TPOcOoYNV TV Epevvntdv £ri Tiic idto-
wriag Mg ‘EAAnvikiic Kowoviag, 1
omoia, ¢ OpBd; mapetnpnoev N Kupia
Anpdaxn, elvar eioétt doynudrtiotog, o
0 kol Stoapépel katd TV DENV TPOG TAG
@OV Tohardv Avtikdv Kpatdv. ‘Enopéveg
T pétpa, al taEivounoeig, ai éktipnoeig
Kol ai pébodor 1iv EEviv mpEreL va xpn-
cuyionotobvtar map’ MUiv petd mOAATG
nePIoKEYEDS. "A¢ EvOuunOdpey  Grimc
0Tl PO 800 YEVEDY AKOUN T TP®TEDOLGE
nag dev elxe mepioootépoug iV 150.000
Katoikomv, 61t 6 TANBLGHOG pag 11T0 KAt
70 toig ékatov Gypotikdg, 611 0 80 Toig
£katov o0 onueptvod dotikod mANOu-
opod pag elval veomayes koi Ot 1o 30
10ig £katov adtod dvikel eig olkoyeveiag
@V 10 fluloy TV pHEA®Y TOV Stapével &ig
v énapyiov kebos kal GAAa Tiva 1816-
TURQL KOLVOVLKG QuiIvOpeva, &k OV Oroi-
wv kabiotatat mpodniov 61t al tafivo-
UNoELS, Og A.x. N Katdtaig el Kowmvi-

Kag tagelg, eivar kanmwg Emoeuleic.
MAN. K. TEQPTOYNTZOX

*
The Applicability of Organizational

Sociology, by Chris Argyris, Cambridge
University Press, Cambridge, 1972, pp.
138, §. 8.95.

There is first an analysis of the theories
of Peter Blau, James Thompson, Charles
Perrow, John Goldthorpe and David
Lockwood. After criticizing them, Argyris
presents his comments and suggestions
of a desirable organizational research
methodology. Blau, Thompson, and Per-
row are criticized because they studied
a part of an organization while Goldthorpe
and Lockwood «omitted the psychological
dimensions from their theory» (p. 53).
Blau concentrated on formal organiza-
tion, and especially on top management
and therefore his data were biased toward
top management view. Though verbally
professed to seek an integration of the
formal and natural system, Thompson
favored the closed system and that was
more to the management’s liking. Perrow
especially stressed the significance of
technology. However, since the relation-
ship between = technology and structure
is not studied by means of other var-
iables such as administrative controls
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or leadership styles, etc., their influence
is unknown. Generally, Blau, Perrow and
Thompson tended to stress a normative
position, favoring the present orthodoxy
in studies of organization.

Though Argyris does not use the
term, it appears to me that Goldthorpe
and Lockwood are closer to Durkheimian
epistemology. Argyris insightfully points
out that workers provide the instrumen-
tal explanation to the question «why they
work» and yet, as he suggests, the British
workers also desired a meaningful and
not only an instrumental job.

In the presentation of suggestions con-
tained in the last two chapters, Argyris
first refers in varying degrees to other
students of organization, he appears quite
well read though, I am sorry to observe,
he considers only authors who published
in English or whose works were translated
into English. Argyris epistemological
position is a greater emphasis on indi-
vidual differences and on a greater num-
ber of possible variations. As used by
him, the term «organic» expresses his fra-
mework. What is certainly sympathetic in
his conclusion is his emphasis on a pos-
sible change and restructuring of organ-
ization. From reading his pages, one can
feel that he himself is engaged in observa-
tions or experiments which should pro-
vide a greater opportunity for spontaneity
in organizational behavior. Argyris expli-
citly subscribes to an integration of psy-
chological and sociological data. Gener-
ally, he feels that data from any dis-
cipline should be available if it helps our
explanation. This reviewer could not help
but remember Durkheim and his program-
atic declaration of the autonomy of
sociology. Certainly, Argyris has intro-
duced or seeks to introduce a contrary
epistemological position. Especially as
analyzed on pp. 109-110, an individual
and an organization can be related in
contradictory or in coordinated demands.
Argyris is, of course, eager to promote
the latter relationship. A desired change
can be observed or measured in five di-
mensions: deviance from existing norms;
degree of unfreezing of the old that is
required; new system required to be
self-corrective; degree to which others
are required; and degree of personal and
system discomfort. Though my failure
of a further explanation of these five
dimensions leave the reader somewhat
at a discomfort, I would like to point
out that the dimensions deal with demands
on persons as well as on a social system.
In this respect Argyris follows his in-
terest that deals with psychological-
sociological data. However, could not
a change be analyzed within another
conceptual framework? Certainly, Argyris
would agree. Suppose if an organization
would be changed from a charismatic
to a bureaucratic leader? Could we con-
sider conflict or ambivalence or compli-

mentarity of norms? Generally, my crit-
icism of Argyris’ elaboration is that, if
I take for example Durkheim’s different
categories of suicide, they emerge with a
disregard of certain psychological var-
iables. By that we do not say that the
disregarded variables are irrelevant but
that a theory disregards them if it has
other certain theoretical explanations. In
other words, I would argue that under
certain conditions a combination of
psychological and sociological data, as
far as we can differentiate them, is legit-
imate while under other conditions that
may be less so.

To finish my review I would like to
point out the great degree of clarity in
which the book is written. He asks his
questions in a rather spontaneous way
though, I suspect, that behind most ques-
tions has accumulated an extensive a-
mount of thinking and reading. As stated
carlier, Argyris expresses an energetic
optimism that we shall be able to improve
our organizations. It is a good book. How-
ever, one more point; it would help to
compare Blau, Thompson, Perrow, Gold-
thorpe and Lockwood in more categories
than those chosen; or to point out more
explicitly in which categories they can be
compared or not, probably one could
have two separate books: one to deal with
certain selected theories, and another
with Argyris own elaboration.

JIRI KOLAJA

West Virginia University

Elie Dimitras, Eicaywyn eic tnv Koww-
violoyiav tijc *Avantvéewms ( Eisagogi eis
tin  Koinoniologian tis Anaptyxeos) (In-
troduction to the Sociology of Develop-
ment), Athens, Greece: National Centre
of Social Research (EKKE), 1973, second
edition, pp. 137, $ 4.00.

This book is one of a number of excel-
lent studies recently published by the
National Centre of Social Research in
Athens, Greece. The volume at hand is
the second installment (the first was ori-
ginally published in 1971) on the growing
literature  concerning the sociology of
development in Greece. This reviewer
is familiar with other pertinent works
particularly those written by such Greek
social scientists as Tsaoussis, Xirotyris,
Patras, Tsakonas, Lambiri-Dimaki, Atha-
nasios Kanellopoulos, and Daskalakis.

Professor Dimitras who is also the
general director of the National Centre
of Social Research in Greece (known bet-
ter by its Greek acronym EKKE), in a



