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INTRODUCT ION

General izations about organizational innovativeness are quite plentiful, but
even if we restrict our view to research studies of one particular organization,
such as the school system, many of the tentative conclusions appear %o be con-
tounding or contradictory (e.g. Miles, 1963). Conflicting findings may be a
healthy sign in the early stages of any field of inquiry. But, while empirical
research on innovation has continued to proliferate, cumulative theoretical
advance has been largely absent. This paper is based on the presumption that
conceptual analysis to identify in broadest outline the process and character-
istics of organizational innovation and general factors which may be related to
innovativeness could be especially valuable at this point. Such provisional
conceptual schemes may both enable the systematic comparison of existing theories
and findings and also indicate more clearly where the greatest gaps in our know-
ledge are. |

There has been no lack of concept formation with regard to either the process,
the characteristics, or the determinants of innovativeness, respectively (see
especially Bhola, 1965 a; Rogers ana Shoemaker, I968); but efforts to construct
jﬁfegra%ive frameworks are very rare.I In This‘paper, we w}llraffempf to combine
a number of the conceptual distinctions suggested by innovation- researchers and by
general organizational theorists into a relatively comprehensive f%aﬁework for
studying organizafiohal innovativeness. In the first part of the paper, a general
confexT for innovation is offered by outlining basic co%ponenfs of the social
organization and its environment. Next, organizational innovation is defined, the

stages in the pricess distinguished and other descriptive characteristics considered.

IThe most notable exceptions are the works of Bhola (1965b) and Wilson (1966).

The former focusses on the diffusion of innovations, and the latter is restricted
to analyzing the innovativeness of an organization without considering its
environment., :
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Then some general attributes of the contextual components are seiected as potential
influences on innovativeness, and some of the existii.g empirical evidence is con-
sidered. Finally, future developments in our understanding of organizafiohal

innovation are envisaged.

THE CONTEXT OF ORGANIZAT IONAL INNOVATION

With a few quite recent exéepfions (Rice, 1963; Wilson, 1966), innovation

researchers have shown little interest in outlining their conceptions of ‘social

organization". Speaking of organizational analysis in general, Bakke (1959, p. 16)

has noted:

"A survey of the current literature related to what is beginning to be
called 'organizational behavior' reveals a relatively small concern

with the clear definition of the nature and structure of a social or-
ganization ... seldom does one find a careful and systematic description
of the nature and. structure of the "thing' with whose internally and
externally directed activity the hypotheses are concerned."

The utility of such definitions for the significant development of organizational
theory-has not been self-evident. The issue has been posed as fol lows:

"On the one hand it seems cavalier, even outrageously slipshod, to try
to proceed to a careful examination of any phenomena without an attempt
to define, that is to understand and agree upon, what the object of ex-
amination is, at ieast in general terms and as now understood. On the
other hand, one can argue persuasively that the scientific enterprise
has no close and necessary relationship to conventional definitions,
that the verbal difficulties outweigh the scientific gain; that the
problem of definition can really only be solved by by-passing it and
proceeding to activities that eventually will 'define' in meaningful,
“operational terms." (Waldo, 1961, p. 219)

The positivistic approach has certainly produced many informative descriptive
studies of innovation as well as an immense number of hypotheses for further study.
But it is precisely the promise of further study to move beyond this exploratory
leve! that concerns us here. At a comparable stage in many now well-developed

scientific disciplines, clearly defined concepts of the "+hing" whose behavior was
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being studied have vitally influenced the nature of the hypotheses scienfists

" judged important, formulated and tested (e.g. human anatomy in medicine, living

organisms in biology, matter in physics). Similarly, it has been observed that 1
theories of social change in general would be either impossible to formulate or,
if formulated, empirically uninteresting if they did not specify what is changing
(Moore, 1960). At the very least, as long as innovation résearchers' notions of
"organization" remain implicit, wh?Tever cumulative efforts do occur will not be j
able to discriminate among findings based on widely varied organizational set- %
tings and may result in some highly coﬁfounded general izations.

It is not the nominal definition of the "thing" per se but the classifica-
tion of components that has usually been of vital important. Probably few

\

researchers would Také serious issue with Bakke's (1959, p. 37) definition of ‘a

social organization as:

"... a continuing system of differentiated and coordinated human activities
utilizing, transforming, and welding together a specific set of human,
material, capital, ideational, and natural resources into a unique problem-
solving whole engaged in satisfying particular human needs in interaction
with other systems of human activities and resources in its environment."

Probably even fewer would find it very helpful. The more important feature of

each general conception of human organization would be to offer a systematic

framework of the principal parts of the organization and environment, precise and 3

structured enéuqh so that more particular variables and hypofhéses could be

ordered within it. As Bakke (1959, n». 20) says: o ;

... unless the multitude of activities carried on within an organization,
and the factors affecting and affected by these are related to some system-
atic framework including both, we are faced with an overwhelming set of
detailed variables."

The framework of components suggested here is illustrated by Figure 1. It has

been derived primarily from the conceptual work of Bakke (1959) and of Dill (1958).
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The general notion of "organizational environment" is a residual and uninstructive
. one, referring merely to "everything else" (Thompson, 1967, p. 27). Severaf inter-
organizational theorists have similarly distinguished the mosT‘perTinenT environ-
mental componenfs’(Dill, 1958; Levine and Wﬁffe, 1961; Evan, l966).2 Dill's con-

st

ception of task environment is made up of four principal parts: (1) suppliers of

iabor, maTerials; finances, ideas, and natural resources relevant to the focal
organization's activities; (2) recipients of outputs (i.e. "markets"); (3) com-
~ petitors for both resources and recipients; and (4) regulatory groups (e.g. gov-
ernmental agencies, unions, interfirm assoc%afions).

The internal compenents correspond rougﬁly to Bakke's "elementary acfiviﬂes,"3

Goal-setting: in the éonfexf of competing organizations and regulatory groups, each

organization attempts to establiish its own unique "domains" (Levine and White, 1961)
which consist of priority and/or quantity claims on suppliers of basic resources,

recipient populations served and range of outputs offered. The goals of an organ-

ization may be seen as synonymous with its intended future domains.(Thompson, 1967).
Organizational researchers are now quite aware of the dangers of reifying the ab-
straction "organization" by declaring that it has desires or goals (see Perrow,

1961 ; Sfmon, 1964); but neither are Thé identifying goals of Thé oréanizafion simply
the aggregation of individual members' goals (see Rhenman, 1968). We will view the
identifying goals of the organization as the future domains perceivea by those in
The dominant coalition (cf. Cyert and March, 1963). Of course, those. in the task

environment may intend different goals for the organization. As Thompson (1967,

2These papers, as well as those of Stinchcombe (1965) and Emery and Trist (1965),
have stimulated much of the recent !iterature on inter-organizational analysis.
See the bibliographies by Collver (1967) and Turk (1967).

3See Bakke (1959, pp. 36-58) for much more elaborate descriptions of these
activities with empirical examples. |t should be noted *hat | have only drawn
on Bakke's elementary activities, and not his complex combinations, i.e. "syn-
ergic" activities (see his outline, p. 73). For similarly holistic concepts of
organization, see for example Malinowski (1943);: Parsons (1956a, 1956b);
Stogdill, (1966).
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pp. 127-28) observes:

Goals for the organization will usually be multiple and may be held by
individuals or categories having no affiliation with the organization,
In this way clientele may seek a different sort of serwice from the
organization; investors may seek a more profitable or safer domain as
illegitimate; or members of different departments within the organiza~
tion may have conflicting views of desired future domains. Consider-
ing goals as intended future domains has the utility that it allows us
to consider that non-members may have goals for the organization and,
in fact may be quite active in trying to change an organization's
domains.,

Resource supply: acquisition, maintenance, transformation, development and

renewal of the basic resources used in performing the orgamization's work. More
specifically, labor supply activities involve the recruitment and in-service
training of the organiiafion's work force,  Material supply activities refer
mainly to the acquisition and maintenance of raw materials, equipment and,

plant employed in operation of the organization. Finance supply activities are
the acquisition and servicing of capital inputs. Idea supply activitijes = the
"heartland" of organizational innovaticn - involve the search for and development

of ideas which may be relevant for the organization's operation. Naiyral
. ‘ - W

resources supply activities perpetuate useful natural resouwrces and ypcess to

"
!

them, and adapt them to the requirements of other activitiwes.

Production and distribution of outputs: these sequential activitiesg as Bakke

N
i

(1959, p. 54) observes,."... constitute the central core of operaticys on flow

of work without wh?ch all other activites are meaningless.” The distribution
activities may include inventory and storage of some outputs as well as dispefse~
ment into The‘receiver domains.

Operational control: directing, motivating, evaluating, and transmitting informa-

tion for all other organizational activities. Directive activities initiate

action and specify the type and intention of action for paople and machines.
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Motivation activities reward and penalize behavior, attempting to make it conform

- to that desired by those administering rewards and penalties. Evaluation

activities appraise performers, performances, and results against recognized

standards. Information transmission activities provide agents with premises

and/or data required to perform other activities.

The arrows in Figure 1 are merely intended to suggest the most predominant
direct linkages between the various components. Without elaborating this
skeletal framework any further here, | contend that it is both inclusive enough
and precise enough to facil!itate comparaffve studies of a wide variety of organ-
izations. Assuming this context, we will now look at the concept of organizational

innovation.

A CONCEPTION OF ORGANIZATIONAL | NNOVAT LON

Students of organizational innovation have seldom offered a careful definition
of their central concept. In more general inquiry, an innovation has been defined
as "any thought, behavior, or thing that is new because it is qualifa#ively
different from existing forms" (Barﬁeff, i953, p. 7). Presumably using some similar
notion }mplicifly, the typical researcher has selected the organizational changes
he wishes to sfudy{_énd listed and described them in particularistic terms with
little regard for systematic ciassification. Thus there are sgveral‘jmmediafe
conceptual needs: (1) to develop a ¢>finition of orgénizafional innovation adequate
to distinguish such phenomena from related organizational dynamics; (2) to specify

general criteria for classifying and measuring organizational innovation.

DEFINING ORGANIZATIONAL INNOVATION

We can begin by citing several definitions which have recently been offered for

innovation in organizational contexts. Bhola (1965b, p. 5) notes that "an innovation

i
4
&
4
3
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is always something definable that is '"new' to an adopter individual, group or

system." Wilson (1966, p. 1966) suggests that, "an innovation ... is a 'funda-
mental' change in a 'significant' number of (organizational) tasks." Thompson
(1965, p. 2) sees it as, "the generation, acceptance, and imbiémenfafion of new
ideas, processes, products or services." Mohr (1969, p. I12) defines innovation

as, '"the successful introduction into an applied situation of means or ends that

are new to that situation." Each of these notions faiis to distinguish innova-

tion from some other form of organizational change,,énd the same ambiguity seems

to pervade the empirical |iterature..

| shall define an organizational innovation as a_deliberate new combination

of the organization's activity structures. The following discussion is intended

to clarify the differences between innovation and several ofhef change phenomena.
Organizational innovations are changes which are consciously executed by

organizational agents and as such may be contrasted with organizational drift -

new structural combinatiuns which, though no less important for the long term

career of the organization than deliberate changé, go unnoticed by those who
presently direct its affairs (Carison et al, 1965, p. v). No assumption can be
made here regarding the relative efficacy of explicit, purposeful reorganizafion,
i.e. innovaffon, and more ad hoc, automatic adaptations under similar cenditions.
Existing evidenée does not sugéesf that deliberate changes are any more effective
(McNulty, 1962). Furthermore, it is not assumed that innovation per se or organ-
izational innovaticns that are actually implemented are always in the organizafion's'

best interests.

Quantitative variations per se, growth or contraction, are not innovations.

As Barnett (1953, p. 9) states: '"Innovation does:not result from the addition

or subtracticn of parts. |t takes place only when there is a recombination of

e i b S A TGy s 1 e
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them." The square-cube law notwithstanding (Haire, 1959; Lev, and Donhowe, 1962),

a corporation may expand and duplicate its operations considerapf”;WiThouf re-
) ‘:& '\] “1;,% B

‘combining its basic elemenfgJ although quantitative variations often do necessitate

innovation |n ordef for The ‘entity to conflnue funcflonlng (e. g McNuITy, 1962).

Paffern reversion is The reTurn to a prevuously developed form. In reality.

c,,,g

el
the distinction is seldom very clear. If, for example, a "Christianized" congre-

gation of agrarian tribesmen reacts to a series of crop failures by reviving their
former primitive religion, it is probable that this fndigenous form will be com-
bined with vestiges of Christianity rather than assuming its exact prior identity.
On the other hand, if a f;cfory which has heen producing mflifary equipmenf during
wartime then reverfs to making farm implements, there may be sudden, severe dis-

5

junctions regarding domains and activities, but the pre-existing operation could
soon be re-established in identical form. 1f the deliberate adaptive response of
an organization results in a structural form which has previously been used in
other organizations, this is not necessarily a patterned reversion. As long as
the structural form has neither been used in, nor existed in the explicit switch-

ing rules of, this given organization it will be viewed here as an organizational

. . 4
tnnovation.

Finally, the relationship between technological innovation and organizational
innovation should be clarified. Technological innovations - new products or pro-
cesses - do not necessarily coincide with structural changes in organizational

activities. |If a soap company, for instance, brings out a "new" detergent with a

4For more specific analyses it will be necessary to distinguish among ‘categories
of organizational innovation; that is, between unique "creative" innovations
and various adoptive responses such as imitation and rediscovery. See
Schumpeter (1947) and, especially, Redlich (1951) on These conceptual
distinctions.
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lower proportion of phosphates and a different name, Tﬁéfprganizafion's production

- and distribution, resourcéégﬁppl%f,confrol, and goal structures could all still

retain thei:" prior forms. Most generally though, feqhnologidal innovaffons are
closely related to s+ruc+ﬁral changes (e.g. Scott et al, 1956; Phillips, 1956;
Smelser, 1959; Hill and Harﬁison, 1959; Manﬁ and Williams, 1960). |

Yet, after making these conceptual disfincfions, it igﬁevideﬁf that the |
above definition does not preclude a great many very trivial changes. It may be
some solace to observe with Barnett (1953, p. 8) thaf, "the same novelty will be
regarded in one situation as trivial, whereas in another i+ will assume major
significance." There appears +o be no precise, a priori way for a researcher to
distinguish signiffcanf changes from trivial ones. A number of classifications
have been constructed in genera\ studies of inventions attempting to distinguish
basic or extensive invenfions from iﬁfensfve, developmental ones and marginal
improvements (Réssman, 1931; Gilfillan, |93S; Bennett, 1943; Nelson, 1959). The
researchers characteristically have noted the self-evident fact that basic in-
ventions are subject to more uncertainty and then have refreafed into historical
illus+r§+ions.5 In one of the few notable theoretical works +o date oh organiza-
tional innovation, Wilson (1966) suggests that whether an innovation is "signifi-
cant" or not can.ouly be determined by the 6rganiza+ion itself. Such a relativ-
istic posture by itself does ﬁof promise much more theoretical® fruit than the:
typical empiricism regarding Thfs topic. On the contrary, | believe that the

researcher may reduce his dependence on the organizational representative's own

5Taking an extended historical perspective allows one to deal with innovations
whose implications have more nearly "run their course" and makes the judgment
of significance easier (e.g. Jewkes et al, 1958). This strategy will be ex-
tremely useful for the study of organizational innovations where adequate
data are available. ~
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ment of explicit sets of dimensions on which these innovations may be classified.
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subjective, empirical judgments by attending to the second immediate and rather i
' I
DIMENS IONS OF ORGANIZATIONAL [NNOVATION i
| |
;
i
There are, of course, many discussions of the descriptive features of change
or innovation in social science (see Bhola 1965a, pp. 14-17, 78-87; 1965b, passim).
Drawing on this literature, | will suggest several fundamental dihensions for £
classifying organizational innovations -- with special attention to the concept of
"innovative stages'". Then a number of-measures of organizational innovativeness 4
will be considered.

§
\ ' E b
§
i

Innovative Paths: Stages in the lnnovative Process and Levels of Action

We may think of the process of organizational innovation as occuring in ' '@

four conceptually distinct sfageS: (1) linventign, (2) proposal, (3) decision

;
and (4) implementation. Several of those researchers who have previouély focussed fg
on the organizational innovation process per se (rather than on the inter-unit | g
dif%usfbn of parficular innovations) havé suggesfed simi lar stages. .FarnsworTh
(1940), after studying eaucafional innovations, sﬁggesfed the following general k|
pattern: recognition of need, proposal, interest agitation, trial demonstrafion, o |
increased agitation, official recognition, facilitated development. Zand et al
(in press) see the process as consisting of: (1) identification, (2) diagnosis, -

(3) solution-testing, (5) decision, and (6) implementation. Wilson's scheme

(1966) is essentially identical to the present one except that he does not dis-

tinguish between adoption decision and imp!emenfaTioh.'
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Invention is the creation oann intimate linkage or fusion of two or more
ideas not previously joined in jusf this way, resulting in a qualitatively
distinct whole.® In the present context, organizational invention is the con-
ception of a new combination of activity structures. Such conceptions may be
highly ephemeral and certainly are not always converted into proposals.

A proposal for organizational innovafion; the embodiment of the invention,
may occur in many forms from an informal suggestion to Thg elaborate blue~ |
print of a formal planning committee, perhaps both in the course of development %
of the same innovation. In fact, an organizational innovation may'bounce between
the conception and proposal stages, and even be given trial applications, being }
refined a number'of times, before'if finally is accepted or rejected. In any %
ca;e, it is probably'frue that.almost anyone can think up an invention, and that %
making it workable once it is conceived is generally more demanding of both

abitity and resources (e.g} Weisner, 1966, pp. 15-20). As Barnett (1953, p. 230) |

observes:

" Practically every invention does in fact necessitate more than one

‘innovative step. The initial conception may be simple, but its reali-
zation usually entails numerous contributory adjustments ..."

Once a proposal has been made, it is subject to the innovation decision

process. That is, by one of a large number of paths each proposal ultimately
is either adopted, rejected or ignored by an effective decisiqn~makfng unit. [f
the proposal must be channeled to a formal decision-making unit, an in+ermediary

in the organizational chain of communication may block it; if it reaches the

®Barnett's careful analysis of the mental processes involved in the "inventive 1

|
{
reorganization of data" (1953, Part [11) deserves the close attention of innovation ﬂ
theorists, as does his entreaty that we must begin to think in terms of ideas |
rather than things in order to discover the nature of (inventions) (1953, p. 181 ff.5%

and Appendix, "On Things"). See also Hagen (1962, p. 30 ff.) on creativity and
innovation,

This stage has been the predominant concern of empirical research on organizational 1
- innovation, as well as all other types of innovation research. ‘
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éTfenTion of such a unit, the proposal may be ignored; it may, on the other hand,
atiracts enough interest to warrant an evaluation, perhaps involving trial ap-
plications, and then a decision fo adopt or reject. In a general review of the
adoption of innovations, Rogers (1962) distinguished five sub-processes within the
innovation decision process, generally occuring in the following order: awareness,
interest, evaluation, trial, and decision. But other studies emphasizing adoption
by coercion and directive (e.g. Couch, 1964) have suggested many important cases
in which somé of these sub-processes appear to be either reversed or missing
entirely, Subsequently, more careful attention has been devéfed to types of
decisions, their structural contexts and consequences (Rogers, 1965; Bhola,
1965a, pp. 52-72; Rogers and Shoemaker, 1967, p. 19 ff.). |

Certainly in an organizafional context it is often the case that the unit
which decides whether to adopt a giQén innovation is not identical with the unit

designated fo put it into practice. The most immediate consequence of the decision

stage is that the iHTended implementing unit either ac;epfs, tolerates, rejects,
or ignores the instruction of the dec}sion uni% regarding the innovation in
qUesT%on.‘ The present disTinéTion.beTween the decision and implementation stages
in organizational innovafioh is comparati= Tb Lin's (1967) typology differen-
tiating anticipatory legitimation and adoption ih'organizafions! except that |
conceive of legitimation as essentially a posterior function residing in the
implementing unit rather than bredominénf!y one granted g_griéri to the unit
which decides whether to adopt the innovation. Anticipatory legitimation by

intended implementing units may, of course, provide encouragement, support, even

.an enabling function (or critical opposition) for an'innovaTion, but these units -~

unless identical with decision units -~ are generally less directly concerned with

Jjudging proposals than in coping with their application. An impﬂemenfing unit's
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reaction fo the decision unit's rejection of a popular proposal, or its super-
ficial tolerance of an adopted innovation, for example, may profoundly influence
the fate of any given innovation, as well as the organiiafion's long-range
innovative propensity., The general failure to study this stage Sf innovation is
implied in Bhola's (1965a, p. 20) observation that:

"The quésTion of life span or process cycle of an innovation has not been

discussed anywhere in the literature. When does an innovation cease to

be an innovation? How does it change from an |nnovaTlon info a ...

norm? Thls we do not seem to know." 8

Much of the inconsistancy and confusion regarding innovative stages may
be attributed to a failure to take account of the "structural contexts" in which
the innovative process is dccuring. Organizational theorists commonly distin-
guish three levels of behavior in ofganizaTions; individual, group, and organi-

/‘
_ zational levels. Innovation résearchers such as Katz (1962), Bhola (1965b.

p. 17) and Lin (1967, p. 5) have brought these different levels of action into
their Typo!bgies of the process. As Lin (1967, p. 3) observes concerning the
decision stage:

"There is the decision process which involves only the individual member

as the adopting unit and there is the process where the organization ‘autho-

rity decides innovation assimilation. Then, in between, there is also the

group consensus that acts to decide adopting or not".

Thus, as.Figure 2 suggests, there is a large number of alternate "paths"
that organizational innovations may take.

Even if we ignore the occurence of "rebounds" and the mény cases in which

invention occurs outside the focal organization, there are over eighty simple

paths that innovations may follow. [t is highly probable that there are

8The state of ignorance may be overstated hefe, but systematic research
is still at the programmatic stage. See Clark (1968).
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significant behavioral differences amohg innovations whose paths jthrough the in-

.novative stages differ in their levels 5f action {(cf. Mafé; and Simon, 1958, pp. 194-
99), and researchers may find it informative to do comparative sfudigs of sé%écfed ;:?
"ideal type" paths. Moreover, it may be equally useful to take account of intra-
stage differences in action leve[s in explaining certain aspects of innovative
behavior. For example, Rogers and Shoemakér (1968, pp. l9*22) suggest that a

proposal requ}ring groUp decision would be judged more sﬂowfy than one requiring

only individual judgment.

Other Descriptive Characteristics

Diffusion researchers, in particular, have devoted much attention to gene-

rating attributes to describe innovations "on the premise that the attributes of

an innovation itself are a basic factor in explaining differences in the rates at
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which various innovations are adopted" (Fliegal and Kiviin, 1966, p. 24'_7).9

An ever-mounting number of empiricai verifications of the significant effects of
various attributes on rates of adoption of specific innovations offers sup-
portive Tesfimbny (e.g. Rogers, 1962, pp. 134-42; Fleigal and Kivlin, 1966).
Lionberger (1963), for example, summarized the characteristics of innovations that
influence acceptance rate as:

"complexity, utility, initial cost, continuing cost, rate of cost recovery,
compatibility, communicability, relative advantage, mechnaical attraction,
saving of time, saving of discomfort, and divisibit{ity. Varying degrees
of support have been found for most of these factors with the cos+ being

in greatest dispute and complexity, compatibility amd relative advantage
being best supported as important factors".

To date there have been few studies in organizaticnal contexts of the in-

dependent influences of these characferis#ics on innovative behavior.'O In

any case, many contradietory generalizations about the role of most of such
attributes may be found in the innovation literature (see Kushner et al, 1962).

I+ has been argued that such generalizations are premature and, "that much detailed -

~work remains to be done to determine which attributes are relevant under given
circumstances" (Fliegal and Kivlin, 1966, p. 237).
x In contrast to the "attribute proponents", Bhola (1965b, p.7) comments that:

"A review of the literature in the area of innovatiom research and theory
led us to the position that the characteristics of an innovation were not

-~

9Rogers (1962, pp. 124-34) suggests five conceptually distinct characteristics
of innovations to serve as basic variables in research on rates of adoption
(relative advantage, compatability, complexity, divisibility, and com-
municability) and states that all other terms previously used to describe
innovations may be subsumed under these five. Le Breton (1965, pp. 18-20,
61-83, 160-179) offers a set of seventeen dimensions to characterize the
planning and implementation processes in organizations, which are also

applicable to innovations in general.. » ,
g o

OA number of relevant studies have been done on "compatability" and "profi-
tability" in relation to the first (invention) and +hird (decision) stages of
the innovation process. Most of these studies have dealt primarily with
technological innovations and only by implication with organizational in--
novations. For rather dated summaries, see Nelson (1959) on invention and
Rogers (1962, p. 136 ff.) on adoption.
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primary in determining the probability of the diffusicn of an innovation....
If all the needed resources were available and deployed, the adoption of
any innovation could be achieved ..."
He is, in effect, agreeing with Fliegal and Kivlin that diffusion research has
tended to ignore contextual effects at the cost of confounding them with the

possible independent influence of the innovation's attributes. Perhaps even more

important, the predominant focus on the individual as the adopting unit has

fostered great concern for the individual's perception of the innovation and inter-

subjective attributes of innovations have not generally Eeen distinguished from
potential-adopter's opinions. It is less tautological to look at such perceptions
as intervening variables. Students of organizational innovafion.have brobably
been quite wise to Iargely ignore such "characteristics" as independent variables.,
Are there any inTer-subjécTiveLaanibuTes of innovations which would be
useful for comparative studies Qf organizational innovation? The scope of
an organizational innovation will be definéd as Tﬁe proportion of the organi-
zation's activities it is intended to encompass. Thus, an innovation which is

designed primarily to restructure the control activities in a particular phase

of a production process by introducing an automatic monitoring system and
eliminating lower-level supervisory positions is less comprehensive than one
intended to reorganize the control structure of an entire industrial cor-

poration, with concomitant changes in many of the resource supply, production,

and distribution activities by changing it from a highly centralized monoli th

inta. a number of semi-autonomous product divisions (e.g. Chandler, 1962).

In this regard, one might also be inclined to distinguish policy innovations

(changes in the identifying goals of the organization) from procedural inno-

vations (which do not question the adequacy of exis*ihg goals), on the grounds




that either Thé goalsrare inherently more ”imporTan+" for organizational
functioning, or goal changes are neéessarily accompanied by procedural changes
of wide scope. Several case studies of policy innovation suggest otherwise
(e.g. Zald and Denfon,‘l963).

To summarize, the innovative stage, locus of action, and the propor-
tion of organizational activities encompassed are rudimentary dimensions
on which it should be fairly straightforward to classify innovations occur-
ring in various organizations. With reference to Wilson's (1966) relati-
vistic position about the "significance" of organizafioné1 innovations, path

and scope are characteristics which can facilitate the comparison of in-

novations across both time and space, ‘reducing the researcher's reliance
on his subject's responses and placing such responses in a more objective

framework for theoretical development.

Measures of lInnovativeness

Victor Thompson (1969, p. 65) has summarized the present condition of
measurement of organizational innovativeness:

"An operational definition of innovation has not yet been agreed upon,
and measurement of this ... variable is in a chaotic state. Much of the
best research has dealt with the problems of scientists and engineers
in research, developmsnt, or engineering in bureaucratic organizations
rather -than the specific problem of organizational innovation. In fact,
| have found very little of this kind of research, and that was almost
always limited to (technological) innovaTT?n".

~ v
He concludes that "research in organizational innovation will have to make
pragmatic use of whatever measurements are available in the context of the
-specific research project," and that, rather than attempting to construe more
objective measures, "we should get on with the measurement of those organi-

zational qualities which theory tells'us are related to innovativeness" (p.69).

in light of the confused undersfahding of "innovativeness", such prescriptions
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seem a bit hasty!

Keeping the present organizational context and typology of organizational

. innovations in mind, we can look more systematically at some of the measures

]

that could be used to study innovative behavior. The most basic measures

are the speed and the frequency of innovating. Innovative speed refers to the

.time required for given innovations to go through the process, while inno-

vative frequency concerns the number of innovations occurring within a given

time. It is conceivable, for example, that one organization can generally ¢

" innovate very quickly but seldom innovates, while another frequently innovates

but is generally slow at processing innovations. While the two aspects of
innovativeness may often be closely related, it is:incorrecf to imply the

- [] ) - ~ ’ L3 . h >
frequency of innovation from the speed of any particular innovation as numerous

S \ ‘ &
researchers have tended to do. T »

Two types of empirical studies predominate, bofh inferested in the speéd
of organizational innovation: the case study, and diffusion research. While
both types of research have been primarily focussed on the decision'sfage L%
and either the organizational or group level of action (see Figure 2),'They
have viewed speed quite diffethle. Case studies on the hisTbry of a par-

ticular innovation in a particular organization have documented the time

required to complete orie or more respective stages in the-intra-orcanizational

process. |In the second approach, a number of similar organizations and one

, ‘ |
or more specific innovations are selected, and the "diffusion rate'" -- the

relative TTme.aT which the respective organizations adopt the innovation -- is

of interest. Again, the finding that an organization is a late adopter of one

or several innovations, for example, is not sufficient grounds for equating

late adoption with slow internal processing. Indeed, the converse may often

be the case, as the innovation's benefits are demonstrated by earlier adopters.
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responses, observation, etc.) could be viewed in this context. While fnclu-

sive summaries of innovations have been suggested previously (e.g. Hage,
1965, pp. 292-93), most researchers will undoubtedly continue to consider

mainly innovations which are either deemed socially important in their value

system or organizationally important by some set of participants. In any
case, such an "innovation summary in activities framework'" approach can
facilitate cautious comparisons of innovativeness.

The "summaries" approach lends itself most easily to measuring innovative
frequency. Diffusion profiles and interns! processing speed can also be
studied more carefully and empirically related to frequency by this approach.

{ However, al! measures except the simplest frequencies require considerably more
detailed attention than is likely to be available for preliminary research.

% Figure 3 represents a data matrix for a number of the simplest frequency measures

| based on the present typology of innovations. The internal cells would be

filled with The:number of innovations of each scope and level of action which

afe processed through the respective stages within a given time period. Taking

accouhf of innovative paths would complicate this picture signifiéanfly.. Our

immediate interest will be in measures involving the bottom three rows of

this matrix: namely, the total! frequency of innovation in_each stage, the

proportion of innovations from one stage that are accepted at the next stage

of the proceés, and the proporticn of innovations of "high" scope in each stage.

Given these basic measures of our dependent phenomena, we may proceed to con-

sider possible determinants of organizational innovariveness.
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FIGURE 3.

MEASURES OF INNOVATIVE FREQUENCY

INNOVATIVE STAGE

SCOPE INVENTION |PROPCSAL | ADOPTION | IMPLEMENTAT | ON

High

- INDiVIDUAL
Low

High

GRNUP
' Low.
LEVEL

High
OF ORGANIZATIONAL 3
Low

ACT 10N -
High 100 | 50 10 7
ALL LEVELS

Low 200 150 100 50

Total ' 300 200 {10 57
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DETERMINAMTS OF ORGAMIZATIONAL INNOVATIVENESS

An extraordinarily large number of organizational and environmental attri-
butes have been suggested as factors bringing about organizational innovation (cf.
Litterer, f965, p. 415). How are we to proceed? Studies of organizational. change

in general have rejected the notion that change can somehow be explained by

simply enumerating and weighing many factors (Guest, 1962, pp. 149-51) and
placed4a grOW|ng emphasis on an '"unfolding process" in which order of occur-
rence of facTors and their interactions are significant (Arensberg and TooTeII
1957, p. 316; Smelser, 1967, p. 687). Similar tendencies are discernible in
recent theorizing about organizational inhovaTiveness (e.g. Bhola, 1965b; Hage,
1965; Wilson, 19G6; Mohr, 1969)., That is, a smal!l set of possible factors is sel-
ected and a number of inferrelaged hypotheses suggested.

We have no rigoruus criteria for the selection of our independent variables.
However, in light of the large number of content variables that have been
suggested as determinants in the | iterature on innovation, it is helpful to

recognize that the present conceptual outline is restricted entirely to formal

characteristics. As the above innovation theorists have recognized, general

theories of organizational behavior require variables which are formal charac-
teristics applicable across "types" of organfzaTions and neither temporally

nor Culfurally'bound (see Hége, 1965, pp. 290-91). There have been several
attempts to develop general taxonomies of the formal attributes of organizations
(e.g. Pugh et al, 5963; Haas’eT'aI, 1966; Perrow, 1967). However valuable such
efforTs may ultimately be, they have nct been vary compelling to daTe; The

present selection strategy has been quite ad hoc. Using our skeletal frame-

- work of organizational and environmental components to order variables, a search

of the organizational literature has been made and a few ofﬁfhe formal attributes




ey o blagihaw tu e Dl b L L . "
e e e 2t ey e i T o e B, gt g SO Y Gaaty

- 22 -

N L R

judged most likely to be related to our measures of organizafional innovativeness
cﬁosen. The variables chosen bear no claim to either inclusiveness or rep-
.resenfafive coverage of the factors which could possibly be causally related to
innovativeness. While the present list may be slightly more comprehensive

%han previous attempts at delineating general factors related to organizational

innovativeness, the main concern is with parsimonious explanation. This is a

minimal set of varfables with which | would presently begin empirica! study.
Whether universal propositions based on such sets of variables are confirmed,
qUalffféd, refuted, or ultimately discarded, the TesTfng of propositions within
this framework of variables is presumed to be more likely to result in cumulative

understanding of organizational innovativeness than testing in the context of

g
"less variables than are necessary."
UNIVERSAL DETERMINANTS AND INNOVATIVE FREQUENCY: TLLUSTRATIVE PROPOSITIONS

The propositions are stated in the form: "The greater the value of the
independent variable, the greater (or less) the innovative frequency.'" These
propositions will generally be assumed to be irreversible, sequential, contingent

and subsTiTuTable.|2 More importantly, they should be treated aé stochastic.
These are relationships which are mediate by more immediate, content factors, and
we will not be able to make any statements to the effect that, under a specified
value of any uﬁiversa! determinants, given organizations wili d;finifely respond
in a particular way. Rather we may concur with Wilson's (1968, p. 198) obser-
vation: "All that can be said is that various circumsfaﬁces increase or decrease

the probability of innovation." Moreover, it may be expected that when some of

12

See Zetterberg (1965, p. 15 ff.) and Barton (1966, pp. 134-35) for dis- ]
cussion of the attributes of propositional relationships. ¥
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these determinants assume their more extreme values, the propositions will no
f - longer hold.':’> | |
Only zero-order relationships are discussed here. The rationale for this is
that the illustrative propositions are posited to be statistically significant
in all Typeé of organizations. Esbecially in view of the lack of empirical
research dealing with innovative frequency as it is construed here, the testing
of such simple relationships is a hecessary'basis for studying more complex

conditionals. The following illustrative propositions will be ordered by the

conTexTQaj component with which the independent variables are predominantly

identified (see Figure 4).

Organizational Determinants
. Resource Supply Faﬁfors '
(1) The greater the proportion of unprogrammed actual resources %,
(i.e. "resource slack"), the greater the frequency of proposal and
adoption of innovations.
The "“Gresham's Law" of planning (March and Simon, 1958, p. |85) predicts

that organizational members will usually choose highly programmed over highly

unprogrammed tasks. The greater the proportion of human resources uTiIizéd in

exisfingﬂroufine tasks, the greater the propensity to attend to These tasks

and their completion "deadlines" (e.g. Gaus and Wolcott, 1940, p. 68) and the less

time remaining for innovative acTiviTy; March and Simon (1958,.pp. 186-87)

state that, "if all the resources of an organization are busily employed in

n3”One might reasonably assume curvilinear relationships in such cases.
We proceed here on the assumption that the extreme values of these deter-
minants are insignificant, but as Hage (1966, p. 307) notes regarding the
limits of universal propositions in organizational theory: "“The deter-
mination of the actual limits requires a considerable amount of research..."
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carrying on existing programs, the process of initiating new programs will be
slow ana halting at best." But, even if material and natural! resources are
being undéfufilized by these programs, when most actual human resources are
devoted to routine tasks the development of innovative strategies will still
be slow. The frequency of innovation will tend to be lowest when there are
actual shortages of available qualified personnel, for in such cases time pres-
sures to complete routine duties will be strongest.

Organizations may attempt to stimulate the development of innovations by
al locating specific personnel and other resources to unprogrammed activities
such as research and plahning units. One of the reasons that many large firﬁs
are more ihnévafive than their smaller competitors appearé to be that, parfiafly
through economies of scale, they are able to allocate a greater hroporfion of
their personnel (and financial 'resources) to research and development activi-
ties (see NSF, 1956, 1959). Although amount of resources allocated to un-
programmed activities may also be correlated with innovativeness (e.g. Mahsfieﬂd,
1962b) large absolute allocations may produce comparatively few innovative
results in larger organizations, and the present proposition is suggested

as a more universal relationship.

Of course, organizations with a large proportion of their financial resourcégww
unprogrammed may choose various hon-innovative courses of action wifh sur-
pluses, and many noneconomic factors will usually bear directly on such choices.
I+ does seem reasonable to assume that the larger the surplus, potential
“risk capital," the less constraining most varieties of sunk costs will be

for innovative behavior. But the research evidence regarding *his proposition

is very weak.
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In a distantly related study of the response rate of heavy industries to

technological innovations, Mansfield (1963c, p. 310) concluded that a firm's

. $inancial Yhealth" == including its profitability and liquidity -~ bears no

close relationship to how long it waits before innovating. Mack (1941, p. 289),
on the other hand, found indications that “progressive" machine manufacturing
companies were generally inva sTrdng financial position. As a more recent

case illustration, consider the innovative activities of the Pennsylvania

. Railroad in the two years prior to its recent merger with the New York Central.

From its sales of the Long lsland, Norfolk and Western and Wabash lines it
realized five hundred million dollars and rapidly began making a large number of
organizational innovations by dfversifying into pipelines, real estate, and
chartered airlines. As President Stuart Saunders observes, the organization
is "in a rather unique posiTioﬁ to pursue diversification" (Time, January 26, 1968).
(2) The greater the rate of internal growth of the organization, the
greater the frequency of innovations in all" stages.

The most basic manifestation of organizational growth is increase in
size. Ve will consider size here in terms of the number of personne! and the
amounts of time they devote to the organization (cf. Boulding, 1953). As
bodies increase in size they also tend to require changes in form in order to
support Themselves. In biology it has been firmly established that as
organisms double in size and friple in volume, i.e. the "squaée—cubé" law,
the form of organism must also change in order to support the greatly increased
weight. A similar relationship between size and supporting form appears to
‘hold in organizations. Numerous observers have claimed that as an organization
grows it is impossible to maintain the proportional structure of the organi—’

zation intact (e.g. Boulding, 1953). Evidence is avallable, for example, that




AN T Ipah oy AT TP A S AR St A S L L L St A

- 27 -

increases in size are associated with various changes in the structural form
of the managerial function (see LiT+er§r, 1965, pp. 403-11). As Chandler
(1966, p. 349) points out in his case studies of four large American cor-
pofaTions;

"By forcing the reorientation of existing resources and the accumu-

lation of more and often quite different types of personnel and facilitias,

growth brought new problems and new demands at every administrative level.

Such needs required the planning and replanning of the design used to

administer the resources, old and new, available to the enterprise.
But the point fto be emphasized here is that increases in organizational size
are related to numerous changes in structural combinations of‘acTiv}Ties. I f

this growth is slow it is more likely that the related structural changes will

i.e. “organizational drift." But

also evolve in a slow and unheralded(man_ner7

when organizational growth is nppid}fhe discretionary units will be more com-
pelled to innovate in face of the more immediate iﬁadequacy of the existing
activity structures. Unfortunately, there are no é?isfing sTudies‘reIaTing the
present conception of organizational growth rate (i.e. rate of increase in number
of members and amount of ftime devoted fo the parTiculéF organization) to the
frequency of innovation. !T is inféresfing to note that several existing

studies dealing with specific procedural innovations and rates of growTh of
organizational output have not discovered significant correlations (Phillips,
1956, pp. I84f|92; Mansfield, 1963c, pp; 302-304, 310). One may argue that

using increases in output as measures of organizational growTh‘may confound the
overutilization of present resources (which implies the previously discussed
routinization of activities prOpOS}fion) with actual increases in the size of the
@ panization “corpus.” R | |

I+ should not be inferred from the preceding argument that the larger

the organization is, the more innovative it will be. éince Schumpeter,
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numerous economic theorists have argued strongly for this proposiTi&n (e.g.

Galbraith, 1952, p. 91; Kaplan, 1954) and many recent studies of business and

industry support their érgumenfs (see Phillips, |95é; Mansfield, 1963b, 1963c).

But there are also a wealth of argumen%s in the Weberian tradition supporting

the converse relationship. For example, Downs (1966, p. F06) has recently pre-
. _ .

sented a convincing theory of bureaucratic decision-making in which he con-

cludes that smaller organizations tend to be more flexible and inncovative than

larger ones. Similarly, after a number of case studies of technological innovation,
(W " : .

Maclaurin (1950, p. 110) comments that:

"Any large, well-established institution almost inevitably tends to become
somewhat bureaucratic. |t develops fields of special interest; and no
matter how hard it tries to be receptive to new ideas, the radical
notion and the new risk-taking approach are not always exploited.”

The contradictory evidence suggests that the factor of absolute organizational
size has a varying effect on innovative behavior and consecuently may be more
usefully studied by controlling for more universal factors.
(3) The greater the proportion of boundary-spanning personnel, the
greater the frequency of innovations in all stages. 14
Boundary-spanning personnel are those who utilize extra-organizational
referents in their work. Obviously, this will include many of those involved
in resource supply and distribution activities, and particularly, externally-

trained “professionals™. There is an uncommonly large amount of research

evidence lending support to this proposition. For example, in a comparative

H4HT should be noted that cross-sectional empirical studies indicate that as

an organization increases in size, the proportion of “boundary-spanning"
positions to “internal" positions approximates a square root-cube root
relationship (Hare, 1959; Levy and Donhowe, 1962).
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study of selected American industries from 1947 to 1955, Hill and Harb i son (1959,
p. 55) found that both technological and organizafional innovations were general ly
- associated with fncreases in proportion of professional personnel and conversely
that, "Companies that grew in size but did not innovate tended to employ a
constant or declining percentage of their work force in executive, professional
and related occupafions.”_ STinchcombe (1960) showed, in a secondary analysis
of this data, THaT the most innovative firms also.began this period with more
professionals than other companies, and also found that “progreésive" firms
generally have more profesgionals in their dominant coalitions. Browning'(l963)
observed Thaf} of two s+a+e government departments he studied, the one with
more professionals paETicipaTéd in.far more boUndary¥spanning activities and
was much mgre'innovafive. With regard 1o external “training", Carlsoé (1962)
in studies of exécufive succession among school superfnfendenfs found that
externally recruited successors were likely to propose more innovafibns
than those who were internally promoted. Similarly, Rice (1963, p. 213) in
discussing the problems of promotion and competent leadership notes that:
" 'Learning the hard way' is a fraditional method of breeding leaders in the
industry of the United Kingdom, but by the time they reach the top they
are usually imbued with a tradition and a way of believing that in

thémselves inhibit their bringing about adequate adaptation to changes
either in the environment or in the enterprise.” '

R S-S U

Externally trained professionals are less likely to accept conventional
structures as‘unshakeable.US They usually take a wider perspective regarding
the organization than do olher members, both because thejr training has provided

them with a larger base of relevant ideas and expert knowledge on which to build

- |
"Of course, the longer they «.main in an organization the less they
may be considered "externally trained” and +he more imbued with traditions.
Length of time spent in the organization should be inciuded in future
studies of the relation of "professionalism' to organizational innovation. ' ]

.
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and because they are more likely to have contact with external, work-related
associations with contrasting views. More generally, Barnett (1953, p. 83),
suggests that, "Individuals with narrow ranges of experience and little training
in obje. tive thinking have only a limited number of responses to any given
situation at their command.” |In non-professional organizations the charac-
teristics of wide external experience and training may be tapped by measures'

of "cosmopolitanism", and this variable is usually assoc.ated with high

rates of adoption of innovations (see Rogers, 1962).

2. Production-Distribution Factors
(4) The more Ioosely integrated work activities are, the greater

the proportion of low-scope innovations which are adopted and
implemented.,

Geertz (1963, p. 68), in analyz}ng the Javanese bean-curd industry, notes that
the productive process is divisible into small, more or less separate and only
loosely integrated parts and that this permits extreme flexibility in organ-
ization. 1In general, the less the operational necessity for an unique sequential
or spatial order and a rigid processing time, the easier will be the recom-
binaTiog of work activities. When production activities are loosely integrated,
decision units may wish to TﬁyAa number of different production combinations to
determine which are the most effective and éffiﬁienT. Whatever the motivation
of the decision units, large numbers of low-scope proposals may be adopted
without physical difficulties. With regard to the implementing production
units, the fact that they are iooseiy integrated (i.e.llow interdependence)
suggests both that most social interaction will be within units and Théf various

combinations of units may require similar amounts of work. Under such social

and work conditions, acceptance of new low-scope combinations should be maximal.

In this regard, it is interesting to contrast the bean-curd technoiogy with that




of more modern industries. As Thompson (1969, p. 40) observes:

"Automation ties many smaller operations into one large one so that instal-
lation, de-bugging, shutdown, and repair costs are much higher. It intro-
duces increasing inflexibility into industrial operations, forcing dependence
on an increasingly stable environment in regard to technology, markets,

materials, and work force skills."

(5a) The greater the complexity of the organization's activity
structure, the greater the frequency of invention and proposal

of innovations.

(5b) The greater the complexity of the organization's activity
structure, the lower the proportion of proposals adopted and

implemented.

Wilson's (1966, pp. 198-204) central argument has provided the basis for

these propositions. The complexity of the organization's activity structure

1

increases as the number of different active, organizationally defined tasks and
t+he number of nonroutine tasks ‘increases. lIncreases in task complexity may be

distributed quite unevenly among the members. For example, a janitor may

continue to perform only one active task such as the maintenance service of
sweeping the plant floor and be the passive observer or recipient of other

goal-setting,control, resource supply, production and distribution tasks,

while a higher level manager accumulates new nonroutine tasks and concurrently

increases the complexity of his immediate subordinates' "task clusters™ by dele-
gating them partial active responsibilities for some of his prior, more routine

tasks.
Wilson (1966, pp. 200-201) argues that:

"A highly compiex task structure inhibits close supervision, the precise

specification of operations, and the linking of tasks in some mechanical
fashion. Either ends or means will be vaguely specified.... There wili be
few standards the organization can use to maintain conformity among members

This complexity means that activity anywhere in the organization will
"

probably affect its members differentially
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Under conditions of task complexity then, the inhabitants of the more vaguely
defined positions will have to conceive much of the form of their "destruc-
turalized microcosms" among themselves (cf. Barnett, 1953, pp. 7|--74).|6

Thus, with greater task complexity, a greater diversity of conceptions of ;Truc—
tural combinafions of organizational activities will result. Similarly, the
greater the diversity of Thetprganizafion, the more likely it is that any par-
ticular innovative conception will find enough support to be developed into a
proposal .

While complexi+y of the activity structure genefally stimulates invention
and proposal of organizational innovations, it also acts as a barrier tc their
adoption and legitimation. Under conditions of complexity both bolicies and
procedures are harder to specify at the organizational level. Hence, top level
decision-makers must increasingly rely on members at lower levels, nearer bo;h

actual domains and operational procedures, to provide the details necessary for

deciding on change proposals. In this manner, the effective dominant coalition
becomes both larger and more conflict-ridden. As Wilson (1966, p. 203) explains
executive behavior in the innovation decision process:

"The more complex the task structure, the less likely it is that the
executive will be sufficiently knowledgable about members' work to run the
risk of instituting an innovation without obtaining their consent. Only
to the degree that he understands the organization's technology can he
innovate entirely on his own authority; lacking this understanding, he
must rely to some significant extent on the opinions of subordinates (who
are thus effectively members of the dominant coalition) as to the feasi-
bility, costs, and benefits of the proposed change. But a complex task.
structure also means that many (coalition) members will be affected

lGThis statement is not intended to imply that under conditions of com-

plexity most changes will be of small scope. Numerous positions of autho-
rity may, within their “microcosms,”" require the interpretive structuring
of a wide span of subordinate activities.
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differentially by any major change' this in turn increases the proba-
bility that there will be a disagreement among (coallflon) members about
the merits of the change."

Finally, if the effective dominant coalifion‘achieves a large enough con-
sensus within itself to decide toc adopt a given proposal, the innovéfion still
must be |egi+ima+ed by the implementing unit. As the quoted argument implies,
the more complex the task structure the more difficult this stage will be as
well. Unless the dominant coalition is identical with the implementing unit, one
would expect diversity at this lower level -- even in face of a dominant coalition
armed with strong incentives and threats -- to aT-IeaéT delay the legitimation
of the adopted proposal. Therefore, the greater diversity of opinion occurring
in complex activity structures will Ilikely result in a higher propostion of
rejections of innovations, and a more difficult time for any particular innovafion;

Nevertheless, it is possible that, in a significant number of organizations, the

much greater rate of invention and proposal may result in a greater frequency

of adoption and legitimation than in organizafﬁdns with simple task structures.

3. Goal-Setting

(6) The more diffuse organlzaftonal goals are, the greater the fre-
- quency of |nnovaTvon in all stages.

The extent to which consensus on intended domains is achieved by the dominant
coalition, among themselves and vis 2 v]s influentials in the task environ-
ment, will gréafly influence both the clarity with which the ofganizafion*s
identifying goals are understood by the membership, and the operationality
of goals, i.e. the extent to which jT is possible to observe and test how well
goals are being achieved (March and Simon, 1958, p. 42). |f there is a low
degree of consensus on existing organizational goals, gqais will be diffuse and
there w}il be a low degree of organizational commitment to exfsfing activity

structures. With nnTendad domains so unr gidly defaned and vaguely adhered to,

L4
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it becomes more probable that discretionary units will both conceive inventions
"to diminish unceffainfy and give greater attention to such broposals, and that
imblemenfing units will be willing to legitimate them. In relévanf case sTudie;,
Zald and Dénfon (1963) found that Tﬁe existing broad, diffuse goals of the
Y.M.C.A. were an important determinant of the organization's ability to change
intended domains whilé Messinger (1955) suggested that fhe precise goals of the
Townsend Movement inhibited its ability to innovate. Similarly, Clark (1956a,
1956b) found that adult education centers in Californ}a wére characterized

by high rates of program'innoyafion because The‘dominanf member coalitions had
only vague conceptions of organizational goals and therefore were highly vul-
nefable to the preferences of T?eir client-recipients. 1In one of the few
comparative studies bearing on the relationship between diffuseness o% goals and
innovative behavior, Burns and Stalker (1961) concluded that those firms with
ambiguous intended domains were notably more innovative than firms with high
consensus, precise ones. In fact, in some of the most highly innovative elec-
Tronicé firms, top managers deliberately obscured the operationality of all goals

related to specific domains in order to stimulate innovative behavior (Burns

and Stalker, 1961, pp. 92-93 and passim).

4, Control Factors

(7) The greater the centralization of control, the lower the fre-
~quency of innovation at all stages.

Organizational control structures may be based predominantly on -either restrictive
g ,

or eﬁabling philosophies of management (Kappler, ]960). Restrictive ﬁénagemenf
structures are characterized by explicit, centrally formulated plans and standards
which are intended to serve as guiding criteria for most relevant directive,

evaluative, motivating and information supply activities. Enabling control
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structures are less formalized, delega+e sfgnificanf discrefionafy jﬁdgmenf

to lower level control positions, and emphasize co-ordination beeédback.
"Generally, the more restrictive the control structure, the less sensitive the
feedback mechanisms of the higher level discretionary units are to deviations -
from the formal plan experienced in lower level operational activities. Upward
information flow, often medfafed through lower level routinized control positions,
tends to reinforce the exisfing plan, and the probability of lower level inven-
tions occurring and proposals reaching effective decision-making units is small.
By the same token, as these decision-making units receive less information regarding
operational discrepancies and ——'becausélfhere are less of them and their larger
féedback channels are more‘frequenfly overloaded -~ also receive a lower total |

amount of usable information regarding operational issues than enabling control

\
structures do, there is Iess | ikel ihood of inventions or proposals. of inno-

i [

vaflons being |n|+ta+ed by effechve dascrefuonary units Themselves (cf Mérch

g

and Simon, 1958, pp. 197-8).

Evidence supporting this proposition is fairly plentiful. For example,

in studies of twenty British firms, most of them involved in electronics™
development, Burns and Stalker (1961) observed that firms with enabling philo-
sophies of controil ("organic" management sysTems) exhibited a much greater
flexub|I|+y in Their ac+|v1+y structures and a h!gher frequency of both pollcy
and prqcedural innovations than restrictive firms ("mechanistic" managemenf
sysfeﬁs) which were more rigidly attuned to conditions of stability.

Guest's (1962) case study of anuaufomobile plant suggests that a large number

of procedurai innovaticns (as well as dramatic increases in productivity)

u7$ee Boulding (1953) and Bendix (1956) for more géneraﬂ analysis of the

results of restrictive and enabling management ideologies.
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were directly the result of change from'resfricfive to enabling management

control.

Environinental Determinants

. Resource Domain

(8) The greater the concentration of available input financial resources,
the greater the proportion of high-scope proposals which are adopted.

Of the potential supply agencies of financial resources in a giveit organization's
task environment, it may depend directly on a few or on many. Evan (|966,

pp. 180-81) hypothesizes that organizations which depend on a relatively small
number of supply agéncies have a low degree of.aufonomy in decision-making. He
contrasts the case of the public university which usualiy has few sources of
capital, most notably state and federal leéislafures, with that of a private
university. One might expgtf THaT private universities would find it easier

to manipulate the structure of their more diverse intended input domains, ahq
would be Ieés constrained as well by the reaction of any particular supplying

agency in either altering their recipient domains or adopting major procedural

innovations. The concentration of other types of input resources may effect

the frequency of policy innovations in the same way,.but the concentration of
financial inputs is presumed to generally have the most noticeable effect on

policy determination. There has been little careful study of this variable.

v
&
S

2. Receiver Domain

(9) The greater the rate of change in market conditions, the greater
the frequency of innovations in all stages.

Whether the population served consists of consumers of material products
or clients receiving services it may be said fo exhibit a "market" structure by )

the pattern in which it absorbs the relevant oufput. 1f an organization
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experiences a change in the demand for its output which is either abéve or

below its expécfafions (as distinct from acceptable limits) it will be stimulated
"both to change its present operating procedures and to search for new products
and markets. This is clear in the case of dwindling demand. As Burns and
Stalker (1961, p. 70) observed in one of their comparative studies, "lIn every

case, the primary factor in the firm's decision to explore new technical ground

in ordér to derive new products was the shrinkage or closure of the market for
its existing products.” The reference was to Scottish firms imminently con- £

cérned with their survivai,.buf a similar effect can be observed in.highly

viable organizafioﬁs when demand falls below their programmed expectations.

In the case of demand consistently increasing, this proposition may

be merely a special application of Thevmore general growth effect. Neverfhefess,

the faster the rate of increase\in demand, the more likely it is to be increasing
Z) - beyond the organizgfion's programmed expectations, and parTicﬁlarly in widely ?
fluctuating markets where predicting demand ig most difficult, discretionary 7

judgment will be required and innovative behavior will be most likely to occur

both in order to achieve better ways of coping with this market and,TQWQLygcgjnyhmvw“w_5

or convert to more satisfactory markets. Bonini's (1963, p. 135) simulation
studies of the variability of the organization's (market) environment support
this view:

"Firms existing in a relatively stable environment may be sluggish in 3
adjusting to new conditions, in taking advantage of market opportunities, b
and in introducing new technology. On the other hand, firms which Iive $
in a constantly fluctuating world may be quicker to sense and seize : f
opportunities.” o
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PROSPECTUS

The effort devoted to systematic theorizing about organizational innova-

+iveness in recent years‘(e.g. Bhola, 1965b; Hage, 1965; Wilson, 1966) is a E
very optimistic sign, and there have been seve}al aTTeméTs to empirically fest B
interrelated sets of proposifions about organizational innovativeness (e.g. Hage f
] and Aiken, 1967; Mohr, 1969). However, These'sfudies stitl tend to ignore most
of concepTual‘difficulfies that | have attempted to clarify in this paper. We
are building our césfles in the sénd.
Whether the present conceptual outline is judged of heuristic value or not,
| would maintain steadfastly that the "summaries approach' to innovativeness
is indispensible to the verification of general propositions. |f so, empirical
studies with a radically different focus than the organizational iﬂnovafioq
; research now available are required. Many of these studies could be carriéd
out with little cost. First, rafher than selecting specific innovations and éf
relating them to various numbers of factors construed és specific, immediate /
causes, some intensive studies of effective organizational level discretionary
“units could be made in various Type§ of organizations in order to more generally
gauge innovative behavior. IH many types of organizations, records of the in-
novative behavior of such units over long time periods are fairly accessible and [
may provide good indications of the frequency of various‘sfageg of iﬁnovafion, ' %
the proportions of different Tyées of innovations, as well as the speed of .
innovative process, Similarly, adequate hisfééical<evidence is available in
t various organizations regarding proposed universal determinants. Such 2

: records are a rich and largely untapped source of data for the longitudinal,

L
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cross-organizational study of innovative behavior.

I+ should be relatively éasy to test the universality of propositions

.such as those suggested here, by the study of widely different types of or-

ganizations. Rather, it should be easy to establish which propositions do not

hold in all types of organizations. The process of ?Iiminafion could occur | j
quite rapidly if even a smafl portion of future efforts in the field of or-
ganizational innovation were directed at this general comparative level. AT

any rate, the testing of such sets of universal propositions, as well as their
even more important qualif}cafion,_prdmises to provide the integrating per-
spectives and cumulafivé developmenf, both within and between specific types

of organizations, that this fie[d.has previously lacked. Hopefully, the present

outline has suggested some worthwhile conceptual strategies toward this rea- 3

\

lization. . | : . !

'Shandler's (1966) case studies are the best exuSanng illustration of the .
potential of this research strategy. . : ,§J
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