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Abstract
Most existent studies of organizational autonomy have focused on the relation of
Government- nonprofit organization. This thesis attempted to examine that the
influence of organizational autonomy in the local nonprofit-nonprofit organizations,
and used the method of organization theory and the reach about organizational
autonomy in internal or abroad to find out what are the main factors to affect
organizational autonomy.

This research will attention of the whole 613 nonprofit organizations in
Kaohsiung, and used resource dependence theory ingtitution theory and socia
networks theory to build framework of the thesis. To adopt mail distribution and
collect data through remail and caling for urge. The final recovered 108
guestionnaires for samples anayzing.

Thesis production that nonprofit organizations have catholically decided by other
organizations in decision for cooperate program's details, that maybe staff think his
organization lacked resource or he didn't understand that the situation for consult and
discuss with each other. Therefore the staff choose ”” applicative ‘' to answer. And this
thesis didn t definite clearly that the degree for paying to decide. So, thesis assumed
this result to phenomenon to discuss. Sighting the proportional allocation of the items
in the cooperative schemes, the parts of nonprofit organizations incline to decide
independently by active programs. Staff and equipment dispatch and civil serve of a
kind, that inclines to decide by other organizations. This attitude likes to divulge the
conscious of active sovereign rights. Than observe the list of intersect and ANOVA,
that confirm the factors effect organizational autonomy change is resource quest ,
explain that organization want to be have high autonomy, must be lay oneself social
resource network to increase opportunity to get money or resource. And used “weak
tie” to contact with each other, to maintain his autonomy and accomplish control
organization environments.

Therefore this thesis thought Organizational autonomy reconcile the living
consciousness of the organization, organization have more resource that have
predominant in cooperate relations. When organization builds relation, organization
autonomy maybe become trade off between autonomy and exists.

Keyword Organizational autonomy Institution theory Social network
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