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Organizational Innovation and
Public Management
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AND ERAN VIGODA-GADOT

The themes of this chapter concerning innovation have a schizoid guality. Thus,
the development of public agencies is much influenced by the willingness to
adopt valuable changes in the right time and place. Rogers (1983, p. 11) defines
innovation as “an idea, practice, or object that is perceived as new by an indi-
vidual or another unit of adoption.” Nonetheless, that willingness is often hard

“to achieve. To this effect, Rogers cites Benjamin Franklin (1781), who claimed

that

to get the bad customs of a country changed and new ones, though better, introduced, it
is necessary first to remove the prejudices of the people, enlighten their ignorance, and
convince them that their interests will be promoted by the proposed changes; and this is
not the work of a day.

No one discussion can hope to reconcile the required welter of prescription
and proscription but a start will be made here! In surn, attention in turn goes
to:

* the base-line featutes of a useful “innovation” concept;

the often-footloose conceptual sense of what will be called Innovation 1, as contrasted
with Innovation 2;

the derivative but ill-placed rooting of innovation in the bureaucratic maodel, and in its
associated concepts of authority and control;

the good fit of an elaborated concepi—here called “Innovation 2”—-to horizontal ver-
sus vertical features of structure and associated policies as well as procedures;

* some structural forms exhibiting good fit to Innovation 2; and
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The foci below of both essence and detail often will target the public sector, but
much the same argument implies in all sectors of management.

CHALLENGES TO A USEFUL CONCEPT

Most writing on the topic assumes that innovation is by definition good, and
also that more innovation is better for organizations and society (Kimberly,
1981). Consequently; managers and politicians are usually urged to increase in-
novation in any possible way. However, others urge that the same innovation may
be desirable for one adopter in one situation but undesirable for another in a dif-
ferent situation (Rogers, 1983); and also that many innovations become harmful
only with the passage of time (Abrahamson, 1991; Kimberly and de Pou-
vourville, 1993). Hence, a useful concept of “innovation” must draw forceful at-
tention to often-substantial time lines (e.g., Hobby, 1985; Rogers, Dearing, and
Chang, 1991).

This chapter seeks to encompass other useful conceptual territory and hence
the suminary introduction of several other features in a serviceable concept of
authority. Basically, we argue that the evolution of a creative idea into a practi-
cal organizational change should be seen as an innovative process. An ideal type
of a good inmovative process is characterized by high motivation of individuals,
groups, and oﬂmmammmonm to acquire new information and to increase sources of
knowledge about a relevant problem in order to stabilize turbulent social sys-
tems; and such an ideal process also involves openness and practical methods
that can help turn a promising idea into an ongoing productive change (e.g., Kim-
berly and de Pouvourville, 1993). Individuals in organizations often find that bu-
reaucracies stifle s.mnmmoﬁamﬂo:

The failure of Bmmw promising reforms to gain escape velocity also implies
that useful concepts of “innovation” must help deal with bureaucratic features
(e.g., Kimberly and de Pouvourville, 1993). Hence, the common charge that pub-
lic anmmwgmsﬂ is mnon_cozmw incompatible with innovation,

In addition, “innovation” is culturally loaded. For example, Rogers (1983) il-
lustrates how a lack of adaptiveness to clients’ needs caused the failure of a two-
year water-boiling campaign conducted in a Peruvian village. This campaign was
aimed at reducing the number of illnesses and diseases among the population.
From the viewpoint of the public health agency, the task was simple. However,
the results were very poor due to misinterpretation of crucial cultural aspects.
The villagers’ local traditions linked hot foods with iliness. According to the vil-
lage norms, water-boiling was used only to help the sick and less capable.

Finaly, innovation requires both scientific ahas! as well as less-programmable
progress involving diffusion, resulting in an associated “take-off” velocity (e.g.,
Rogers et al., 1991). The AIDS epidemic provides one clear as well as tragic ex-
ample of how scientific advances got built into the attitudes and behaviors of rel-
evant publics.
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TWO CONCEPTS OF INNOVATION

To simplify in the service of essential meaning, the historic emphasis on in-
novation in public agencies does not successfully cope with challenges like those
Jjust elaborated. Here, two major concepts of innovation can usefully be distin-
guished, and they take adherents—both aware and unreflective adherents—to
very different places. Worse still, the dominant variant—Innovation I, conve-
niently—takes analysts to places that are increasingly out of sorts with environ-
mental pressures acting on all managements-—-pretty much in all sectors, and
worldwide.

Innovation 1

Early concepts were restrained and restraining, but only at great cost. “Inno-
vation” was loosely viewed (e.g., as in Webster as} “a new idea, method, or de-
vice,” and its conceptual circumscription was only broadly distinguished from
such terms as “creativity,” even by Rogers (1983, p. 11). The latter term (as by
‘Webster) was viewed as “having the quality of something created rather than ini-
tiated.” Moreover, the common implication was that Innovation 1 was substan-
tially a good thing in itself. “More innovation,” consequently, was a goal to be
pursued.

This formal looseness was tethered for most observers by a more or less im-
plicit but nonetheless firm nexus of constraints, however, with the point apply-
ing differently in business as opposed to public sectors. Managerially useful
innovation was the goal in business and, by implication, this implied that any-
thing contributing to belter command-and-control or compliance was “good,”
even though that excluded most useful interventions. Indeed, in extreme forms,
innovation was more or less restricted structurally to large “staff” units—often
centralized, following prescriptions associated with the bureaucratic model (e.g.,
Golembiewski, 1967). There, “thinking” often is sharply separated from .d,ownm‘:
(e.g., Henning, 1997). Many observers of the public sector, in addition, had all
but lost hope. Almost by definition, observers like Light (1997) propose, gov-
ermment agencies inberently have to be oriented toward regularity and pre-
dictability, and innovation has to take what little is left over. Here, a “should” is
employed to legitimate an unattractive “is”"—the innovation deficit commonly
proposed to be characteristic of public agencies.

Innovation 2

Where you stand typically determines what vou see and how you construct
your worlds. Hence Innovation 2 in Figure 9.1 attempts to enlarge the concept
of innovation so as to see more and further—to provide a more elaborated view
of required managerial insights and applications which, broadly, deal with such
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Figure 9.1
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In effect, Figure 9.1 contrasts Innovation 2 with Innovation 1 along five tracks.
Brief descriptions must suffice here to sketch the synthesis that Figure 9.1 sum-
marizes for several realms of theory and experience contributing to a more re-
vealing sketch of “innovation.” In introductory preview, Figure 9.1 presents two
kinds of condensed information: five basic tracks of analysis, with each distin-
guished by five suggested stages of the processes encompassed by Innovation 2.
Each track is introduced briefly below, along with some sense of how the selec-
tive stages impact major features of each tack of analysis.

Basic Flow

Track I in Figure 9.§ basically views innovation in organizational or collective
terms. Hence, Innovation 2 has a transpersonal bias, with the basic implication
that ways-and-means of increasing innovation have to include serious attention
to supportive structures as well as to associated policies, procedures, and patterns
ol individual and group interaction. Details can be found at many places in the
discussion below, such as that associated with Figures 9.2 and 9.3.

Creativity/Innovation Blends

Track 1I sketches a significant distinction concerning a crucial shift—from in-
dividual creativities to organizational innovations required in Innovation 2. For
example, consider the medical treatment of high levels of stomach acid. Many

discoveries—most by individuals or very small teams—revealed that, among nu-
merous other particulars:

* hydrochloric acid is significant in converting food to energy;

» this acid is formed by combinations of hydrogen (H,) and chlorine (C1};

+ for complex reasons, with uncomfortable and even fatal consequences, HCI levels can
become “too high™;

» critical in this process are the relatively specific H, sites (“receptors™) where Cl atoms
bond to form HCl molecules.

Typically, at Stage B the consequences of “too much” HCI were treated, but after
centuries of such accuraulating discoveries/observations, several research groups
upped the ante. In Stage B, the issue became, how to “cap” the H, receptors so
as to inhibit HCI formation in the first place.

This sketches the essentials of the “H, receptor antagonist” and a family of
very powerful and socially useful drugs like Tagamet.

Distinguishing Tracks I and II in Innovation 2 also can be useful in highlighting
pervasive organizational features. Thus, along Track I, the movement C — D can
be hugely consequential; and “real innovation” shoutd be aware of such interac-
tions. For the H, receptor antagonist approach to medicating gastrointestinal dis-
turbances, the laboratory and pilot operations could produce with relative ease
small gquantities of the active materials; but the laree volumes reauired for Stace
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on processes featuring high pressure and a volatile catalyst. These challenged
“full innovation” to include those with a broad range of specialties, such as those
who could amass capital. To simplify, Innovation 2 required the linking of a long
chain of specialties in such a way that what needed doing later was not exacer-
bated by what was done earlier. Innovation 2 helps remind us of such ﬁ.:oom.o:-
cal and practical contingencies—backwards as well as forward, as it were.
Without such developments, diffusion of the innovation would have been im-
possible, and “full innovation” would not have occurred.

A

Time Line

Relatedly, extensive time frames are encompassed by Innovation 2, which is
not surprising, given the discussion above. Figure 9.1 uses the mmwm_o_uﬁma of
penicillin as an example, with the relevant details being underappreciated, if well-
known {e.g., Hobby, 1985).

s

Shift Toward Commitment from Compliance

The mm.,mm three tracks in Figure 9.4, relatedly, imply that Innovation 2 provides
a context which encourages an increasingly dominant emphasis on commitment
versus cogrcion, and arguably reqaires it. Innovation 1 leans more toward coer-
cion or narrow control. Indeed, Innovation 1 often defines innovation in terms of
its contribution to direct management control or coercion.

- Domipant ﬁcmmm of Inquiry/Action

Finally, ?moé&.aw 2 helps hightight the kinds of inquiry/action mwﬂ_u\ to be
dominant at differentistages during the full flow of Innovation 2. This is a use-
ful reminder, since public administration has been seriously troubled (for exam-
ple) in its own development by a failure to be clear as to what mode of
inquiry/action needed attention, as well as why and how. The three modes used
in Figure 9.1 can be briefly described in these terms:

= Empirical theory, which typically will be amalgamated into growing w.snam.mw:m:\ com-
prehensive “patches” of middle-range theories concerned with relationships between
conceptual domains A, B, C. .. under conditions 1, 2... N. At advanced stages, w,.wﬁ-
works of theoretical relations are sufficiently comprehensive to support hypethetic-
deductive inquiries to test the reach-and-grasp of these “patches.” This testing can lead
fo a conflation of 2 or more “patches” or, more likely will result in a rejection of one
or more of them.

Goal-based, empirical theories, which seek to specify the causal relationships associ-
ated with separate sets of values or goal-bases; and

Action theories, which seek to define desired or desirable conditions at specific work
settings, and also to realize those conditions for local popuiations, given ﬁm&ow.ﬁmmo:
and consensus-building, when empirical theories or goal-based, empirical theories are
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Innovation 1 is tethered very far short of completeness by its gentle rooting in
only a weak form of empirical theory. Much historical mischief has been caused
by neglect of specific attention to goal-based, empirical inquiry. Directly, every
organization theory is of this variety and, consequently, the number of organi-
zation theories is limited in principle only by our wit-and-will in developing al-
ternative goal-bases reflecting different normative ends, as well as by an ability
to specify the conditions or relationships in nature that approach those ends. In
contrast, traditional management thought emphasized an organization theory, and
this feigned universality had the general effect of poorly serving Innovation 2.
Later discussion will highlight more specific effects.

In addition, the fixation on an organization theery also demotivated action the-
ories. These have major attractions because, in general, they often can be ex-
tended into contributions to goal-based, empirical theories as well as to empirical
theory, or fragments thereof (e.g., Golembiewski, Hilles, and Kagno, 1974).

Bureaucratic Rooting of Innovation 1

To become a bit more specific, the theory and experience with innovation was
limited by the common linkage of Innovation 1 with the bureaucratic model. Fig-
ure 9.2 helps make the point, even as it relies on extensive analysis in other
sources (Golembiewski, 1987, 1995z, 1995b). The focus is elemental, but broadly
representative of most structures in nature. A, B, and C are the three activities or
functions to be structured, with only two conditions: (1) that the need for each
is approximately equal; and (2) that A+B+C yields some product or service.

From the bird’s-eye view, the bureaucratic model implies a commonly frag-

mented structure. At the top, both generic and in vivo versions of the bureau-

cratic model suggest the towering and separate “smoke stacks” so commonly
excoriated nowadays. These vertical pathways induce long, upward-oriented
chains of communication, and foster the induction of self-interests that compli-
cate innovation, if they do not stifle it. Available evidence comes early (e.g.,
Golembiewski, 1967) and it is also accumulating at a very great rale in today’s
literature (¢.g., Ashkenas, Ulrich, Jick, and Kerr, 1995). See also the samples of
typical bureaucratic effects in Figure 9.2B.

Toward the bottom of an organization—that is, from the worm’s-eye view of the
bird—similar dysfunctions force themselves on the observer. The focus on like or
similar activities in organizing makes difficult even such mundane contributors to
workplace innovation as job rotation or cross-training, whose value is urged by most
observers including (for example) the National Performance Review. For details,
consult many convenient. sources (e.g., Golembiewski, 19954, esp. pp. 248-269).

Structure Congenial to Innovation 2

No entirely satisfactorv wav exists tn damanstrata hesr aed sbe. cbn Lo ..
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is possible. The focus here is narrow, if hopefully revealing: on the post-
bureaucratic structure which can be called the divisional model] at higher levels
of organization, and on the flow of work or autonomous team model at lower
levels of organization. Figure 9.3 provides some useful detail about this single
but increasingly diffused post-bureaucratic structural alternative. As in the case
of Figure 9.2, substantial evidentiary support exists in convenient sources
(Golembiewski, 1987, 1995a, 1995b).

At higher levels of management, the divisional model can be organized around
product or territory, among other possibilities, but the basic intent is the same.
That is, Figure 9.3 structures bring together under one authority—here, M, .
who might be an individual or group—all or many of the activities necessary to
make rcasonable decisions about a total flow of work, here A+B+C. Not all ac-
tivities need be included at the S-level: For example, some activities may be re-
served for M, ;.. for reasons such. as their usefulness for managerial control, the
insufficient maturation of S-level managers, or activities like institutional lobby-
ing that are conveniently centralized.

Whatever such details, three points usefully circamscribe major features of
Figure 9.3 structural models. First, such models commonly assign clear respon-
sibility for performance at the S-level, which serves to encourage all required ac-

- tivities to develop loyalties in a specific integrative S-unit. Among many other
features, this reduces jurisdictional conflicts and encourages problem solving to
improve performance within each S-unit.

Second, the model permits, even requires, substantial decentralization of S-
units while also providing convenient comparisons of their relative performance.
This suggests the loose-tight style of senior management which has attracted so
much attention, even in popular sources (e.g., Peters and Waterman, 1982). In

the case of the Division of Youth, for example, each Youth Service Team had
such features, among many others:

» each YST was responsible for a specific cohort of clients;

* within policy limits, each YST was allowed—better still, tasked with a responsibility—
to tailor the full range of activities to a specific cohort of clients;

* each YST could have its performance evaluated in terms of a meaningful bottom line:
for example, the rate of redivision of each YST s clients; and

* each YST’s personnel consequently had a clear incentive to resolve issues and (o per-

form in ways that would improve performance, as contrasted with blame-avoidance or
jurisdictional conflicts.

Third, in various ways, but only forpresent purposes, Figure 9.3 structures can
build into work continuous incentives for Innovation 2. For example, the full
range of activities represented in each S-unit provide the information and moti-
vation to innovate, perhaps whetted by the elemental that other S-units might get
there first, Although they do not “fix” all managerial concerns. siich simctires
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At low levels of organization, in addition, Figure 9.3 structures also have pre-
dominantly attractive features. For openers, see the sampler of effects in Figure
-3B. For example, moreover, practices like cross-training and job rotation—
often useful stimulants of employer satisfaction and motivation—are facilitated
by Tigure 9.3 structures. As contrasted with a Figure 9.2 structure, post-

bureaucratic variants also have such advantages, among others detailed elsewhere
{Golembiewski, 1995a). :
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Details could be added in farge number, but to the saine general point. In a ,ﬁ
revealing sense, Figure 9.3 structures are intended to reduce the “barriers” or
“blockages” to cooperative activity (e.g., Ashkenas et al., 1995; Henning,
1997). Here, we can only illustrate aspects of this pervasive thrust toward
“boundaryless organizations,” whose very label suggests how their features
relate to the purposes of variously facilitating Innovation 2. Broadly, also, Fig-
ure 9.2 structures deliberately restrict the information possessed by any S-unit,
which has patent implications for continuous and fong-term activities like
those envisioned by Innovation 2. Figure 9.3 structures seem better adapted
to Innovation 2 than bureaucratic variants, as a few particulars will suggest. i
For example, related post-bureaucratic variants provide for more scope for the
“Basic Flow of Innovation” depicted in Figure 9.1. To suggest the point, bu-
reaucratic models typically generate separate “line” and “staff” substructures,

and these often fragment those who should be collaborative participants in
_ full-fledged innovation (e.g., Henning, 1997). Relatedly then, Figure 9.3 struc-

tures also better serve Innovation 2’s need for commitm
Similarly,

ent versus compliance.
the integrative S-units provide useful laboratories for what Figure

9.1 calls “action research,” while Figure 9.2 structures are more likely to en-
courage centralization of innovation activities, which implies direct limits on
various aspects of Innovation 2. Put another way, Figure 9.3 structures will
reinforce Innovation 2 in the development and comparison of local
practices,” while Figure 9.2 structure properties discourage innovation and in-

duce major problems in the measurement of performance (e.g., Golembiewski, !
1995b, pp. 197-218). ,
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Template for Horizontal Reformatting Suitable for
Innovation 2

Al times, it will be neither possible nor political to fundamentally change the
bureaucratic structure at specific worksites, but it also will be convenient or even
necessary to impose what may be called “normative templates” that provide hor-
izonta! crosswalks over the vertical fragmentation encouraged by the bureaucratic
model. Such cases are prominent in the literature, in fact {e.g., Golembiewski
and Kiepper, 1988). Here, consider only one such template, which details ways
and means. to generate horizontal forces in organizations to compensate for the
fragmentation associated with the bureaucratic model.

Figure 9.4 provides one convenient approach to summarizing the substantial
and growing theory and experience concerning how to compensate for the ver-
tical fragmentation associated with bureaucratic variants. And extending this ar-
gument a reasonable next step also urges that the template in Figure 9.4 will also
serve Innovation 2.

'Thé horizontal or integrative thrust in Figure 9.4 is transparent in most or all
of thé:components of its template, so this discussion resists any gilding of the
lily. Note only here that the figure illustrates major themnes in the growing if
hardly complete normative consensus about the how and why of organizing work
so as to ‘minimize what was long ago called “vertical fragmentation” (Golem-
biewski, 1967), or today often gets labeled as “smokestack effects.” The point is
perhaps clearest in the several from — 0 generalizations concerning communi-
cation.

The case for Ea horizontal components in Figure 9.4 contributing to Innova-
tion 2 will here mﬂ.m:oéma to remain assertions—hopefully, reasonable asser-
tions. That case has not been cstablished by extensive research, but the rationale
for such an interpretation of Innovation 2 seems quite direct.

Template for Post-Bureaucratic Interaction

Again, when basic structural change is not possible, another powerful norma-
tive overlay may be useful-—regenerative interaction at work. The ideal case is
when regenerative interaction reinforces post-bureaucratic forms (e.g., Golem-
biewski and Roundtree, 1999), but it often will be useful to approach the regen-
erative model of interaction even when stractural change is not possible or
convenient. Tn such cases, periodic booster shots will be necessary because bu-
reaucratic structures have powerful effects which tend to be contrary to regener-
ative interaction over time (e.g., Golembiewski and Kiepper, 1988).

The distinctions between regenerative and degenerative interaction have been
developed in detail {e.g., Golembiewski, 1993), and it is well known that high
success rates characterize applications of learning designs to move degenerative
—s regenerative interaction (e.g., Golembiewski, 1998). So summary treatment is

- R G o,
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Figure 9.4
Components of a Template for Horizontal Thrusts at Work

A. Behaviors and Attitudes

. cha.nom and values shift from a protection of narrow self-interests focused on skills/
functions to enhanced performance on a total flow of work.

* From workers wam_n_ﬁgmuw detailed directives to employees making decisions within
a context of missions/policies,

[ . * . -
_uqo:..» one size fits all” to similar units developing in multiple ways in response to
specific histories, mixes of personnel, and so on.

mnonm noEH.:ﬁ.Emmc_a that is variably intense and even conflictive to communication
that is continuous and focused on problem solving.

m..BE no_.:m:nmﬁg and often-political reconciliations berween basic units of organiza-
tion to straightforward reconciliations within a basic unit.

From competition to gain a great share of total resources to competition to reduce the

costs of performance;, as estimated by direct comparisons, market share, or retum on
1nvestment.

=

Policies and Procedures
m_.on.u vertical bias of narrow jobs to-an integrative bias, such as via job enrichment, job
rotation, cross-training, and so on.

m.HSE Bc.EEn points of access/contact for both internal and external customers to a
single point of access/contact, to “one-stop shopping.”

m.HS.s Howﬁﬁ and .:muaBn employment by an employer to learning how to learn and
lifetime employability, probably by many employers.

From no:moh..n...u.ﬂw and compliance as criteria for reward to a growing emphasis on achieve-
ment of holistic results,

wm%.nm:% for present purposes, degenerative interaction is poorly suited to In-
novation 2, but regenerative interaction often does not exist in organizations and
must be induced. Broadly, openness relates to “telling it like it is,” and owning
relates to the psychological acceptance of ideas, reactions, or emotions. To il-
_.smc,ma, a Valentine signed “Guess who™ might be open about the sender’s sen-
timents, but the sender clearly refuses to own those sentiments. Risk is the degree
ﬂ cobjective threat in the environment, and trust estimates the sense of confidence
in colleagues that things will work out. The degenerative profile is Low, Low,
ﬁo.&. and High, respectively. From multiple perspectives, degenerative ::E.mn.“
tion .vooiw serves Innovation 2. For example, degenerative interaction implies
that inhibiting challenges to innovation will be raised, as well as that central is-
sues and reactions will not be shared.

Figure 9.4 helps make the present point from a positive noint of view Directly
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Figure 9.5 .
Probable Consequences of Regenerative Interaction

-+ Real issues are likely to be isolated and resolved without creat-
ing other and perhaps even less tractable issues;
Regenerative —= = That is to say, ooaacinma.m: and decision-making processes
Interaction probably will be more effective;
« Diffusion of decisions will be easter and effective;
* And, conseguently, “unfinished business” probably will be re-
duced, which leaves more energies available for the task;
+ Relatedly, participants are less likely to be cautious and depen-
dent;
» Organization folkways reinforcing such degenerative features
probably will not develop; and
+ The interaction system can be self-heightening, with real issues
likely to surface; and so on. ...

interactjon fits this profile: openness is high; owning ,mm high; trust is high; and
risk is low, and that profile tends to generate the attractive probable consequences
iltustrated in Figure 9.5. .

To conclude, the senses in which this profile supports H.Eo/.ﬁ:os 2 can vn
sketched briefly. Thus, regenerative interaction raises the ?o.gg:.a\ that real is-
sues will be suffaced, as will valid and reliable data for aw&.Em with E.wB. Ref-
erences to Figure:§.5 will help make the point, m.* a mmmwém:a fevel which ooE.a
be supported in substantial detail (e.g., Ooﬁmagmé.mﬁ. H.oomm, Gc.m_uu. Hn. addi-
tion, regenerative interaction well suits the longish time lines .mmmoﬁm:n@ with In-
novation 2, as well as the commitment versus compliance ratio congenial to that
model. Finally, on this short list, regenerative interaction .mooBm E.H m:-g.z-
necessary precondition for extensive and telling mzm.uz.mo: to mﬁ.uos theories, while
tonger-run effort focuses on the two types of empirical theories.

REPRISE

And so this preliminary sketch is complete, for now, and all that remains is to
restate the flow of the argument. Basically, Innovation 1 ﬁﬂoi.gmm Eﬁﬁm& guid-
ance, in the public sector as well as in other arenas. If Innovation 2 isto be .mwﬁa
upon with greater frequency, the argument continues, H.nm@m.anﬂ.m and practition-
ers will have to distance themselves from the bureaucratic model. Fortunately,
much theory and experience suggest a family of vom?wcﬂ@m:oﬂ.man structures, for
organizing work, and both generic as well as in vivo illustrations Eoﬁ.am sub-
ctance which can be augmented by numerous convenient sources. If basic struc-
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“templates” will provide useful guidance for approaching the sense of Innova-

~ tion 2—one template deals with horizontally oriented behaviors and attitudes as

well as policies/procedures that can minimize the vertical fragmentation associ-
ated with the bureaucratic model. The second template deals with a supportive
system of interaction.

These two templates, among numerous other possibilities (e.g., Golembiewski,
1993a), can serve as a kind of shock-absorber of hureaucratic effects. Ideally,
however, the horizontal thrust and regenerative interaction should complement
basic structural change in any aggressive effort to exploit Innovation 2 as well
as to elaborate concepts built upon it, o beyond it.

Finally, can we reasonably propose that the “chorus™ can be adapted to include
such “cacophonies”? Specifically, is it realistic to see a public sector movement
toward flow-of-work structures and regenerative interaction? Certainly, most ob-
servers do not see it that way. Thus, Light (1997) has a dour view about replac-
ing the bureaucratic policies and practices that have withstood numerous tides of
reform in the public sector, and he sees little hope for any real “liberation” from
that pattern in the future. And Peters (1996) seems only a bit less pessimistic in
his review of four models for public sector reform.

Our view is more hopeful, and we will here merely state its major features and
leave the heavy work to other sources (e.g., Golembiewski, 1995a, 1995h, 1996).
We favor one available technology-cum-values for change which is widely ap-
plied in business and government, and with substantial and comparable success
rates in both sectors—-Organizational Development, or OD. Whether or not OD
is the model for public sector change does not concern us here, OD designs are
widely applicable, and are already on the record; and too many challenges exist
to wait on a comprehensive demonstration of any one model’s uniqueness-—even
if such a thing will be found, which we doubt.
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