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<Abstract>

This paper is an attempt to explore, in a tentative and preliminary way, the issues
related to managing human resources for fostering creativity in basic research
organizations. Researchers are most vital resource in creative basic research
organizations. Therefore, the argument begins with an attempt to characterize the
process of scientific discovery. Some of the basic management strategies for fostering
creativity are then Iidentified, and discussed with existing norms in scientific
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comrunity. This paper argues that basic research organizations must hire and retain
creative scientists with the appropriate knowledge and skills necessary for assuming
the professional roles for creative research. Reward and appraisal systems for research
professionals are also discussed.
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1) Michael K. Badawy, “Managing Human Resources,” Research Technology Management, Volume 31,
No. 5 (September/October 1988) pp. 19-35.

2) AR dApEAel PAYUF 49 5% AE7F ZHe FEEHQ ofolrjolg] |N-BE AREHD AT
Q2] YR B22E we Ass) stk MK Badawy, “How to Prevent Creativity Mismanagement,”
Research Management, (July-Aug. 1986) 3%,
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3) Allen Newell, J. C. Shaw, and Herbert A. Simon, “The Process of Creative Thinking,” in Contemporary
Approaches to Creative Thinking, ed. HE. Gruber, G. Terrell, and M. Wertheimer (New York:
Atherton Press, 1962), pp. 63-119,, Z22]1L James L. Adams, Conceptual Blockbusting (Stanford, CA:
Stanford Alumni Association, 1974) 3=,
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4) MF Wolff “Hiring People Who Do Good Research,” Research Management, (Jan.-Feb. 1984), pp.
8-9.

5 MF. Squires and G.A. Lavendel, “On the Accuracy of the Employment Interview: Gut Feelings,
Tests, and Micro-Analysis,” Journal of the Society of Research Administrators, (Winter, 1982). B3
o 9te] Z2AEE o ZFA7NE (predictor construct)S AWEH S Q1AF LA AlmAy, FriEd Fo
2 2433 ik, M.A. Campion, ED. Pursell, & B.K. Brown, “Structured Interviewing: Raising the
Psychometric Properties of the Employment Interview,” Personnel Psychology, 41, (1988), pp. 25-42,;
M.R. Buckley and H. Weitzel, “Review of Research on the Selection Interview,” In R. W. Eder and
(GR. Ferris (eds.), The Employment Interview: Theory, Research, and Practice, (Newbury Park,
CA: Sage, 1989) 3%,
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Merton®] 938t HZ2 Ro)H Ut Merton®& 7kx] $83 AsFHo=ZH 1. BH
A(universalism) &, HFFL 47 2 Fa A9 71Fo ARt Hrisojol Fr}, 2
MLk LE 1%k (organized scepticism) &, 2E 3383 mElel gk B Alde] 2Ag
) 7hA FrREejer Foh 3, AEAEMH (disinterestedness) &, AU HQ olQ B} #EA]
4lo] gkl digt 7)dr} REGFo oM BE AA9 7|27} HojoF gt 4. HA
(communism) 2, FHEIF[]E2 (scientific community)s 2 FA Q0 sl Mg x4
e HT MRS F43%dE Rolth Fd Barber?eol 98t w7 (emotional
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Nt WA ojA oSS ZA Vot dsteMe mEiEolgte AU B
RE 717 #etpya SUAEHES iy vl AR Aty HAAAH ERe
FRAEE agta gk, AAPATERA e dAFAlrl E3] HAA He 2Ed2s o)
Bl AmE £ ok olaT e =oo 7iExste thEy e WelA MHE FF
e Aol Hasir}.
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A7 A AT WS At FE Aol Basith A7|A WEAAen e A
2 AFAE FA) e fFYsteigtn A4EE ATFEER AFA s Ax
(guidance)& oW gt} A7Ae A7 FAd vlFo] & W FaAA ngd {9
L AR = WS Buh FYNSA Fr|AA AACA ddste Amshe AL
3 Fasich £ dFRolk: Suvru:s deang sl B4R e Qo) Frh
ol g AFEokel BE A4 thE Fobko] BALAF A 9rdle VEE F v}
Aol 7l WEeItt, =F B Jie Z7] thE dFEokd AYE A HE WUFE i
g Al EFFoM Thef Ao Aol U He Z9 2T & Ue AFA4E A

S

6) Robert K. Merton, “Science and Technology in a Democratic Order,” Journal of Legal and Political
Sociology 1, (1942), pp. 115-126. &l Mertone IS¢ Hapade] g4 WRo] ofvet 5493
ol xuteletn FASAUE. Robert K. Merton, “Science and Democratic Social Structure,” In R. K.
Merton, Social Theory and Social Structure, (New York: The Free Press, 1949), pp. 307-316. #:&.

7) Bernard Barber, Science and the Social Order, (New York: The Frec Press, 1952).

8) TET9 (scientific ethos) ol B3 v]Ho] thaAE  Michael J. Mulkay, “The Sociology of Science in
East and West,” Current Sociology, 28, (1980), pp. 1-184.; Joseph Ben-David, “Emergence of
National Traditions in the Sociology of Science,” In Jerry (aston ed., The Sociology of Science,
(San-Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1978),pp. 197-218.; Daryl E. Chubin, and Sal Restivo, “The ‘Mooting’
of Science Studies: Research Programmes and Science Policy,” In Karin D. Knorr-Centina and M.
Mulkay eds., Science Observed: Perspectives on the Social Study of Science, (Beverly Hills: Sage,
1983) & =3 Kuhn < oisld at@ze) e AEZIAE 2y 28 =98 30| oped
I Ao 3 F =8Fd doAd, FE4, NEILF A (replicability), #E3 FWe BAF 2137
3 7 o8ty xE2E0n BT paradigm(AFE EAQ H2Ee §5)L VE Bald BY
HQl Aol olyet B4 Ay Rote) FHA 54 Ae= XUtk Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure
of Scientific Revolutions. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1962) 3=,

9) B2 #HFE0] AZAAdow FHE T AFFAubgd dig Ge 32 FEAY MEL 9o
ol g #Helrk, John B. Miner, Role Motivation Theories, (New York: Routledge, 1993), p. 2. 3%,
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7o) Aol i MBS 23S el ok #AEgEe 259 oW FaARA S
58 Q2 A 2= A% MAMS 2% (personal recognition) S 3t F77)F B
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L FEE g onigith dFRte] 5AoEAM xEe] &35 A3 3L vletsie o)
8o FZAde Ao2A BAAAHQ FrFAr}t 7MEIHI &7 ZREG7EAY Q)
o} yFeo 2Fo] 7 wWEolty pAHoZY: AFANA AFAEIAE FAYQo A
Hdle 718E Hosled 43 d9AAHLS TAFGEY), &7/, 3o I}, g3y
B2 d3da(sabbatical leave)9) 7131& A Fdte A T ARAYOZA HF-Z 99
HIET S ek Aol A4E £ uhld olvfg AT E AFujgoazy dAFaes A
o HEH dHel 7123 FY FE A2 5 UA HI =T AEFH JAHE A HQ
A7 bFAH Aol ARAIF|= Ao 7lEEAl Hol AFE8 A uFAYA °E A
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3. WHEHE

A7l e Bohe A7A) Aol Y Wohsh A7A Aol e WD s
FH #We HAn Utk ARl Rl AT A4, Felgol FHE Fu
Bk elFolAel Brke Ml FoE ¥ B Ak JPRel Yol APYHY
HAANEE ohFAE 1 AAY felyol FHE T vhdolAw AzdTe B of
st 1 Bo el $HE Folob Bk ATYAY FAA WA B& Aol of
U 2 elelrielsh abare) 71t FAlstelol Bk ohet ol ARl U@ Bl
AR Aol U@ Wb EFHoiAE gATE Rl Folg adth Yoz

10) ©] A& 718714 (reinforcement hypothesis)o] & 3o},

11) ol2A-& FHAH e 7Hd(accumulative advantage hypothesis)elgta B8t Z#7tda &9 v}
Ao aled= W. O. Hagstrom, The Scientific Community, (New Ylrk: Basic Books, 1965): R. K.
merton, “Priorities in Scientific Discovery: A Chapter in the Sociology of Science,” American
Sociological Review, 22, (1957), pp. 635-659.: R. K. Merton, “The ‘Matthew’ effect in science,”
Science, 159, (1968), pp. 56-63, &1,

Merten ©] XA & ule} Po] &g Fie NA%HHe EX4Q /dF Bt Al <A (recognition)
olgte HAMAE AWsidd. #Hste) AFAE A A FoAe #3l= F. Reif, “The
Competitive World of the Pure Scientist,” Science, 134 (December, 1961), pp. 1957-1962; Barney G.
Glaser, Organizational Scientists: Their Professional Careers, (Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merrill Co.,
1964); Warren O. Hagstrom, The Scientific Community, (New York: Basic Books, 1965) #=Z.
Porter9} Lawler®] 719 d28& 7)) H{E30 @725 ATAdd dsly e|nx R BF
A4, A, e W PR Y, FTHE FAANY, NdQFEAQ AL stock options, profit
sharing)2t WA H BAHQA, AFATHe @A ded o2 BYEol A7 el eele witz
Hlws gol FAstctyr A7 W A5 EZ =77 "Hoh £33 o] g B FAAM of§
272 gzt Aanade ALTAE Aol FA Heol Ao =1 AYIHE FusiA ®o) L
W. Porter and E. E, Lawler, IIl, Managerial Attitudes and Performance, (Homewood: [rwin, 1968),
p. 165, FZE,

12

=

-
[o%}
=



IR ALY A WaE A% AmFiniel ATTLERES 7
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ZA, BeFFAY 7 B =od Y[R3 AL e B ol E UFN

14) P. Blau, The Organization of Academic Work., (New York: John Wiley, 1973), p. 113. &
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