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ABSTRACT

INNOVATION IN LOCAL PUBLIC BUREAUCRACIES:
THE CASE OF PUBLIC HEALTH IN MICHIGAN

By

Gary Raymond Rassel

The determination o f  ch arac ter is tics  o f  organizations and 

adm inistrators which are corre la ted  with innovation in  public  

bureaucracies is  the major purpose of th is  s$udy. A theory which 

assumes r a t io n a l i ty  on the p art o f a l l  p artic ip an ts  is  used to 

develop hypotheses. An ambition theory o f adm inistration is  

developed from l i t e r a tu r e  in p o l i t ic a l  science and re la ted  f ie ld s .

This theory is  a type o f economic theory o f organizations  

which makes assumptions about and focuses on ind iv iduals  to pred ict  

bureau behavior. Two major sources form the basis o f the th eore tica l  

framework fo r  the study. The theory discussed by Anthony Downs in 

Inside Bureaucracy is  in tegrated  with assumptions and findings from 

the ambition theory l i t e r a tu r e  in e le c t iv e  p o l i t ic s .  Both o f these 

approaches focus on the career ambitions of ind iv iduals  to p red ict  

th e i r  behavior. Downs uses the assumptions to p red ict how bureaus 

w il l  behave in the aggregate as well as to p red ic t the behavior o f  

p a r t ic u la r  types o f  bureaucrats. Ambition theory pred icts  the 

behavior o f  p o l i t ic ia n s  based th e ir  career goals. Two types of
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ambition are suggested fo r  the bureaucrats In the study. Climber 

ambition is  possessed by those who seek more prestig ious and well 

paying positions. Conserver ambition is th a t held by those who wish 

to maintain a less prestig ious but less demanding occupational 

position .

Program innovation in  local public health  departments in 

Michigan is  the dependent v a r ia b le . Data was gathered from these 

health departments, th e i r  d irec to rs  and deputy d irec tors - Organi­

zational corre la tes o f innovation are hypothesized. The ambition  

of the adm inistrators and t h e i r  backgrounds are also hypothesized to 

be re la te d  to each other and to the innovation o f  the public health  

department. One set o f hypotheses re la tes  ch a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  the 

health d irec to rs  to th e ir  l ik e ly  ambitions and suggests the type of 

department in which each is  l ik e ly  to be found.

Several ch a ra c te r is t ic s  o f organizations associated with  

large s ize  were found to be re la ted  to higher rates of innovation  

in these public health departments. Resources, the size o f  the 

department's budget, was concluded to be the most important o f  

these. Resources enabled the department to h ire  personnel in  a 

greater number o f specialized program areas perm itting the depart­

ment to innovate. The ages, types of t ra in in g ,  and careers o f  the 

health adm inistrators were found to be re la ted  to ambition. Younger 

d irec tors  w ith  less experience in  p riva te  p rac tice  are more l i k e ly  

to have higher asp ira tion s— climber ambitions— and are more l ik e ly  

to be in innovative departments than are o lder d irectors  w ith  

le n g th ie r  p r iv a te  practice experience.
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M u lt iv a r ia te  models including departmental resources, d ire c to r  

background, d ire c to r  ambitions, and innovation are developed. The 

re lationsh ips among these variables are analyzed and the manner in  

which they re la te  to innovation is sp ec ified . The importance of  

ambition theory to adm in is tra tive  and p o l i t ic a l  leadership and p o licy  

development is suggested.
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CHAPTER I

INNOVATION AND AMBITION: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The main concern o f th is  d is s e r ta t io n  is  to apply a theory  

o f bureaucratic  decision-making to a type o f  o rgan iza tion a l behavior* 

innovation. The theory used is  a type o f economic theory o f  o rgan i­

zations which makes assumptions about and focuses on in d iv id u a ls  to  

p red ic t bureau behavior. The class o f o rgan iza tions chosen fo r  

analysis are local and d i s t r i c t  departments o f  pub lic  hea lth  in  

the s ta te  o f  Michigan. I  focus on the adoption o f  new p ub lic  health  

programs as the measure o f  innovation.

Ideas from ambition theory in e le c t iv e  p o l i t i c s  are in t e ­

grated w ith  those from Anthony Downs' Ins ide  Bureaucracy.^ Since 

the theory is  used to suggest th a t  the innovation o f the departments 

is  determined in  part by the d ire c to rs  in  those departments, I  te s t  

hypotheses about these in d iv id u a ls .  This s e t  o f  hypotheses id e n t i f ie s  

those In d iv id u a ls  as to the type o f  ambition they are l i k e l y  to  have 

and suggests the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  the organ izations in which each 

ambition type is  most l i k e l y  to  be found. I a lso  in v e s t ig a te  the 

re la t io n s h ip s  between o rg an iza tio n a l c h a ra c te r is t ic s  and innovation .

A more complete model is  suggested which includes ind iv idu a l as 

well as o rg an iza tio n a l v a r ia b le s  and re la t io n s h ip s  l in k in g  the  

elements o f  th is  model are  analyzed.
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Innovation

Innovation as a top ic  and a concept has been d ea lt  with  

considerably in the behavioral sciences in  recent years. Studies 

inves tig a tin g  the d if fu s io n  o f  innovations among Ind iv iduals  and 

organizations are qu ite  numerous while o ther approaches have looked 

a t  co rre la tes  o f innovation among ind iv iduals  and organizations.

Among these are two studies dealing e x p l ic i t ly  with innovation in
2

public health . Although public  health organizations as public  

bureaucracies d i f f e r  from business and in d u s tr ia l  f irm s , the 

c h a rac te r is tic s  of business firms which have been found to be 

corre la ted  with innovation, such as s iz e ,  resources, and profes­

sionalism , have also been found to c o rre la te  w ith  innovation in 

public  bureaucracies.

Considerable v a r ia t io n  exists  in the number o f  non- 

t ra d i t io n a l  health care programs adopted from one department to 

another and in the amount o f  resources a llo c a te d  to these programs. 

Some departments are quick to adopt and implement new programs 

which are advocated by health  professionals while other departments 

are slow to begin even required programs. I f  we look a t any change 

in po licy  as innovation, then the relevance of the study o f  inno­

vation fo r  policy development and implementation is great. This 

d is s e r ta t io n ,  however, focuses on a narrower range of p o lic y , the 

adoption o f  new programs in public health . Drawing from Anthony 

Downs' Inside Bureaucracy, I apply a v a ria n t o f his theory to an 

empirical s itu a tio n .
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The term innovation has been used in so many d i f fe r e n t  ways 

that i t s  meaning can appear qu ite  ambiguous. For th is  reason i t  is  

important to specify how I  w i l l  use the concept and how i t  d i f fe r s  

from other usages. Innovation w i l l  be defined here as the degree 

to which an ind iv idual or organization adopts new ideas or practices  

e a r l ie r  than other members in  his or i t s  social system. This is

probably the most common usage o f the term although a l te rn a t iv e
3

and less inc lus ive  d e f in it io n s  have been o ffe red . Thompson defines

innovation as "the generation, acceptance, and implementation of new
4

ideas, processes, and products or serv ices ."  This implies th a t the 

organization or ind iv idu a l is  involved also in the creation  of the 

idea or process. Various degrees of innovation may e x is t ,  from a 

capacity to  adopt the good ideas o f others to the a b i l i t y  to generate
5

and adopt one's own new ideas.

I t  is  important to separate the concept o f innovation from 

that o f invention. Invention implies bringing something new into  

being; innovation im plies bringing something new into  use. This 

d is t in c t io n  is p a r t ic u la r ly  important in  researching organizations  

fo r  we are in te rested  a t  times in whether an organization can create  

something new fo r  i t s  own use or fo r  sa le , e x p lo ita t io n ,  or use by 

others, and a t  times in  whether an organization can successfully  

adopt goals, processes or p o lic ies  that are new to that o rgan iza tio n .^  

Most practices which are new to local public  health departments are 

innovations in the sense th a t they have been developed elsewhere 

and are considered fo r  adoption by the local departments. Although 

occasionally the term 'innovative* is used to re fe r  to  what is  more
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g e n e ra lly  c a l le d  ' in v e n t iv e , '  adoption is  usua lly  an important aspect
7

of d e f in i t io n s  o f  innovation.

Rogers proposes a d e f in i t io n  o f  innovation which is  e s s e n t ia l ly
Q

the same as the one suggested fo r  th is  d is s e r ta t io n .  A less Inc lu s iv e  

d e f in i t io n  o f  innovation th a t  has been o ffe re d  is  the one by Mohr:

"the successful in tro d u c tio n  In to  an app lied  s i tu a t io n  o f  means or
q

ends th a t  are new to  th a t  s i tu a t io n ."  This d e f in i t io n  focuses on 

adoption or u t i l i z a t i o n  o f  new p rac tice s  ra th e r  than on invention .  

However, i t  requ ires  a more thorough s p e c if ic a t io n  o f what is  a 

successful in tro d u c tio n .

Innovation can also  be defined in terms o f  system or organi­

za t io n a l change. O rgan izational development o ften  re fe rs  to a change 

in the p ro p e rties  o f  an o rg an iza tio n  and the re la t io n s h ip s  among 

these p ro perties .^®  Hage and Aiken in v e s t ig a te  innovation by re la t in g  

rates o f  program change, or adoption, to  changes in  o rgan iza tio n a l  

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  such as decis ion-m aking, job  d e s c r ip t io n , and the 

job s a t is fa c t io n  o f employees. The measure o f  rates o f  change is  

th e i r  measure o f  innovation . They discuss the d if fe re n c e  between 

program adoption and change 1n o rg a n iza tio n a l p ro p e rties  as the

change w ith in  a system as opposed to  the change o f a system .^
12Parsons makes a s im ila r  d is t in c t io n .  Changes o f a system are not 

considered innovation by Hage and Aiken and the d e f in i t io n  given  

e a r l i e r  f o r  th is  study omits them as w e l l .

These authors suggest looking a t  changes in  the system 

ra th e r  than the adoption o f p rac tice s  o r  technologies. In th is  

sense, many o rg a n iza tio n a l and socia l changes amount to new ways
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o f doing things. S tructura l changes in organ izations, i f  d e l ib e ra te ly  

made, are expected to change re lationsh ips among the members o f the 

organization and re s u lt  in system wide changes. Organizational change 

may be slow and also non-del 1 berate. Gradual changes in organi­

zational properties and the re lationsh ips among them may take place 

over time and may g re a tly  a f fe c t  ind iv idu a ls  in  the organizations. 

O rd in a r i ly ,  though, these changes would not be termed Innovation.

However, changes in  the configuration o f organizational properties
13may favor the adoption o f innovations. The d e f in i t io n  o f  inno­

vation to be used in th is  d is se rta tio n  excludes changes of a system 

as innovation and is  concerned only with the d e lib e ra te  adoption 

programs.

With few exceptions, innovation studies are cross-sectional

and not lo n g itu d in a l.  In order to draw inferences as to cause and

e ffe c t  among variables involved, time series studies are necessary.

Hage and Aiken measured the ra te  o f program change over a f iv e  year

period but re la ted  th is  ra te  to other organizational properties
14which were measured cro ss-sectiona lly  only. To demonstrate more 

conclusively th a t changes in organizational p roperties , i . e .  changes 

in a system, led to innovation, longitud inal studies would be 

necessary.

Most studies o f  innovation focus on a single point in tim e,  

mainly the time o f  adoption or ap p lica tion  o f an innovation. Some 

studies do broaden th is  to look a t  the process o f  adoption and trace  

the ex ten t to which a p ractice  is implemented a f te r  adoption. Mohr, 

fo r  example, includes a d e f in i t io n  o f Innovation th a t allows fo r



1 5Increased emphasis upon innovative programs recently  introduced. 

D iffus ion  studies trace the adoption process across subjects but 

seldom involve a longitud inal study o f  the separate organizations  

or ind iv iduals  th a t comprise the population o f inq u iry . The data 

fo r  determining the d if fu s io n  process is  usually  gathered re tro -
16spective ly  ra ther than by studying an on-going process over time.

Previous studies o f innovation in organizations have found 

the set o f  factors  ind ica tin g  s ize , wealth, and the a v a i la b i l i t y  o f  

resources to be corre la ted  w ith  in n o v a t io n .^  In fo rm a lity ,  complexity, 

and d ec en tra liza tio n  in organizational structure  are other character-
1 Q

is t ie s  which have been shown to be ind icators  o f  innovation. A

survey inves tig atin g  the determinants o f  innovation in local health

departments in  I l l i n o i s ,  Michigan, Ohio, New York, and Ontario was

completed by Larry B. Mohr in  1966. A fa c to r  strongly re la te d  to
19innovativeness in  these organizations was s ize . I t  appears that

Mohr defined size as the s ize  of the community served ra ther than

as the s ize  of the organization . He found resources to be important

fo r  innovation; in  fa c t  resources were a prime reason th a t large

departments were able to innovate. Mohr's major hypothesis was

th a t innovation was d ir e c t ly  re la ted  to the motivation o f  the health

d ire c to r  to innovate, inverse ly  re la ted  to the obstacles to inno-
20vation , and d ir e c t ly  re la ted  to the resources of the department,

Mohr used as an in d ic a to r  o f  motivation to innovate, the health  

department d ire c to r 's  answers to a psychological scale tapping his 

ideology and perception o f the ro le  o f  the public health  o f f ic e r .

His measure of the level o f  resources was the health department's
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expenditures f o r  the year ju s t  preceeding the time period covered

by his an a ly s is . P r io r  to  beginning his study Mohr v e r i f ie d  w ith

public  hea lth  o f f i c i a l s  the observation th a t the health  d ire c to r

was one o f  the most important fac to rs  determining the innovation
21o f the hea lth  department. His major hypothesis was g en era lly  

confirmed. Mohr concluded th a t  although s ize  was the strongest 

p re d ic to r  o f  innovation , th is  was explained by higher le v e ls  o f  

resources and fewer obstacles to innovation associated with la rg e r  

departments.

R. E. Mytinger had e a r l i e r  studied local public health  d epart­

ments in  C a l i fo r n ia .  He also found th a t  f in a n c ia l  resources were
22important p red ic to rs  o f  innovation. He found th a t the main obstacle

to innovation as perceived by the health  department d ire c to rs  was

the existence o f  o ther agencies which competed in the same a c t i v i t y

areas. Lack o f s t a f f  and lack o f funds were also considered to be
23important b a rr ie rs  to innovation.

A number o f  o ther researchers have a l l  concluded th a t

o rg an iza tion a l s ize  and wealth are among the strongest p red ic to rs  
24o f innovation. M a n fie ld 's  re s u lts  ind icated  th a t  the length o f

time th a t  an in d u s tr ia l  f irm  waits before using a new technique
25tends to be in v e rs e ly  re la te d  to i t s  s ize .  C a rro ll  found th a t  

innovative medical schools had la rg e r  fa c u l t ie s  and a la rg e r  number 

o f departments than less innovative schools. His in te rp re ta t io n  

was th a t  innovative  schools have more academic subcultures and
26th a t  th is  was la rg e ly  due to g re a te r  s ize  and more departments.
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Becker and S tafford  found adm in is tra tive  s ize  to be re la ted  to inno-
27vation among savings and loan associations.

In fo rm a lity ,  complexity, and decen tra liza tio n  in organi­

zational structure are other organizational c h a rac te r is tic s  which 

have been shown to be indicators o f  innovation. James Wilson argues 

th a t innovation in an organization is  a function o f  d iv e rs ity  of 

the types o f tasks and incentives a v a ila b le  in the organization.

He claims th at "the g reater the d iv e rs ity  . . . the g reater the 

l ike liho od  that some members w i l l  conceive major innovations, the 

greater the l ik e lih o o d  that some members w i l l  propose innovations,

and the less the l ik e lih o o d  th a t the organization w i l l  adopt the 
28innovations." He suggests that th is  may explain why the evidence

is  inconclusive on whether large or small organizations are more 
29innovative. Sapolsky applied Wilson's hypothesis to the study

o f department stores and reasoned th a t an organization which hires

professionals who have outside reference groups and unprogrammed
30tasks would be more innovative. He found that the innovative

experience o f a group o f department stores was the re s u lt  o f un-
31planned s truc tura l arrangements.

The p ro fess ion a liza tion  of an organization has been used as 

a va ria b le  in many studies. Some authors have used th is  as a dimen­

sion upon which to categorize organizations. Blau, Heydebrand, and 

S to u ffe r  fo r  example, found th a t task d i f fe re n t ia t io n  seemed to

fu rth e r  the development o f a ce n tra lize d  hierarchy of au th ority
32unless the organization is  professionalized . Pro fess iona liza tion  

when used in reference to organizations can have a meaning a t least
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as ambigous as th a t o f innovation, however. The most comnon use of 

the term is  one th a t re fers  to the degree to which the members of 

the organizations are professionals, i . e . ,  persons who have p a rt ic u ­

la r  tra in in g  or are id e n t i f ie d  with a recognizable profession. 

P rofessionalization  as an organizational c h a ra c te r is t ic  d i f f e r s ,  

furthermore, from pro fess ion a liza tion  as a c h a ra c te r is t ic  o f  

individual s.

The p ro fess ion a liza tion  of an organization has been found
34in a number o f studies to be re la ted  to i t s  innovation. However

Zald and Denton found that one organization was innovative because
35i t  did not have a commitment to a p a r t ic u la r  ideology. Browning,

on the other hand, concluded in  a study of budgeting practices in

two state  agencies that the professional memberships o f the members

contributed g re a tly  to the innovative budget practices in the inno- 
36vative agency. He also found that the innovative Welfare Department 

devoted more resources and time to searching fo r  innovations among 

i t s  constituent professions than did the non-innovative Labor

Department.37 Grodzins re fers  to the influence o f the professional
38associations o f s ta te  o f f i c ia ls  on decision-making. Sapolsky

found th a t the p ro fess ion a liza tion  o f an organization was linked to
39i ts  innovation. And Evan and Black investigated the e f fe c ts  o f  

the p ro fess io n a liza tio n  o f  management on innovation .40

The foregoing discussion has focused on organizational 

corre la tes  o f innovation. To th is  should be added c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

of ind iv iduals  which seem to be re la ted  to th e ir  being innovators.
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The considerable work on innovation done by E verett Rogers contains

many findings on ind iv iduals  and Innovation.4  ̂ In exploratory

interviews, Mohr found a consensus among public health professionals

on the importance of a tt itu d e s  o f  the health o f f i c e r — the c h ie f

adm in is tra tive  o f f ic e r  o f each department. The health o f f ic e r  was

considered to be the most important single fa c to r  fo r  the inno-
42vativeness o f health  departments. The innovativeness of the

department was dependent on the w illingness o f  the health o f f ic e r
43to advocate change and seek resources. Mohr subsequently used a

measure o f the health o f f ic e r 's  ideology and activism  as ind icators

of that o f f i c e r 's  motivation to innovate. These as a combined

measure were found to co rre la te  w ith innovation in Mohr's study.44

Other ind iv idua l variab les which he found to be re la ted  to innovation

were age, re c e ip t o f  Master o f Public Health Degree, number o f  public

health positions held per ten years , and length o f time in p r iv a te

medical p ra c tic e . Training and age o f key personnel other than the

d ire c to r  were found to be re la ted  to innovation. These l a t t e r  two

fac to rs , however, could be treated  as organizational variables unless

one deals w ith ind iv iduals  other than the d ire c to r .

In general the a t t i tu d e s  o f an ind iv idual toward change were

found to be important by Blau, Rogers, E isenstadt, Becker, and Katz 
45and Coleman. Blau found both the competence and the m aterial and

46status in te re s ts  o f  an ind iv idual to be associated with innovation. 

Marshall Becker found th a t those ind iv iduals  who were innovative had 

high prestige among th e ir  fe l lo w  health o f f ic e rs  and tended to be
47c e n tra l ly  located in re levant public  health communication networks.
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Rogers also found opinion leadership  status to  be associated w ith  
48innovation. The Innovative  pub lic  health  o f f ic e r s  in  Becker's  

study were more l i k e ly  to  view t h e i r  ro le  as th a t  o f  a professional
49in the pu b lic  h ea lth  f i e l d  than were those who were not innovators.

Katz and Coleman report s im ila r  find ings in a study o f the adoption
50of a new drug among p r iv a te  physicians. Becker found th a t  inno­

va tive  pub lic  health  o f f ic e r s  were more l ik e ly  to  view professional

journals  as an important source o f inform ation about new programs
51in pub lic  h ea lth . Rogers reports  th a t  the in d iv id u a l who is  

w il l in g  to seek inform ation about innovations and advice can be
52expected to be more inn ovative  than the in d iv id u a l who does not.

The career experience o f in d iv id u a ls  has been re la te d  to

innovation and is important here in the studies o f  pub lic  health

innovation. Mohr found th a t  the more p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  the health

o f f ic e r  had had before coming to pub lic  health  was n eg ative ly

co rre la te d  w ith  innovation. Mytinger found the younger health

o f f ic e rs  to be more ra d ic a l in t h e i r  w ill in gness  to suggest new

p ra c tic e s . Both Mohr and M ytinger found health  o f f i c e r  tenure and

turnover to be re la te d  to  innovation in the department, although

Mohr found turnover in  jobs held per ten years to  be only weakly
53re la te d  to  innovation.

Since the purpose o f th is  d is s e r ta t io n  is  to deal w ith  

innovation in pub lic  bureaucracies, I w i l l  discuss b r i e f l y  studies  

which have looked a t  pub lic  p o lic y  making and p o lic y  change as i t  

may r e la te  to innovation. One may wonder a t  the relevance o f  

applying theories  and studies which are e s s e n t ia l ly  o rgan iza tio n a l
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in focus to po licy  making bodies. The following discussion should

shed some l ig h t  on th is .  The question may be asked whether the

adm in is tra tive  agencies are responsible fo r  or able to Innovate or

whether they merely fo llow  the mandates o f the le g is la t iv e  bodies

or the executive. Researchers have found that in some cases the

formal decision-making bodies did not account fo r  a very large

segment o f public p o licy  making and po licy  change. The impetus

fo r  change, more o ften  than not, came from the bureau or agency 
54i t s e l f .  Studies to date, however, have often merely been case

studies or comparisons of processes in  a few agencies to determine
55the cause of d iffe rences in innovation. The l i t e r a tu r e  in public

adm inistration has been d e f ic ie n t  in  reporting studies o f innovation

although several studies in public p o licy  making have been im p l ic i t ly

concerned with innovation while a few others focus on th is  as the
56primary dependent v a r ia b le . At le a s t  one author claims th a t the

57f i e ld  o f  public adm inistration i t s e l f  is  not at a l l  innovative.
58Others, however, take an opposing view. We would expect to find  

differences from one agency to another or from one adm in istra tor to 

another in the degree to which they innovate. The question a t  hand 

here is whether i t  pays to look w ith in  and a t the structure  o f an 

agency to explain the d ifferences in innovation. The approach taken 

in th is  study argues th a t th is  is  a worthwhile endeavor. The con­

clusions of a number o f studies lends weight to th is  argument.

Findings and conclusions are not conclusive on the a b i l i t y  

of the adm in is tra tive  agencies to be innovative. Sayre and Kaufman, 

in th e i r  study of New York C ity ,  wrote that l in e  adm inistrators faced
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too many obstacles in  terms o f vested in te re s ts  and t ra d i t io n s  to  
59be innovative . Adrian , in  a study o f p o lic y  innovation and leader­

ship in  th ree  council manager c i t i e s ,  found th a t  the c i t y  manager 

and members o f  his ad m in is tra tio n  took p r in c ip a l parts  in  both 

areas. He found th a t  the le g is la t iv e  body played a ra th e r  l im ite d  

r o l e . ^  Browning, in  a comparison o f two s ta te  agencies found 

th a t in te re s t  groups and the le g is la tu re  had very l i t t l e  to  do w ith  

the d if fe re n c e s  in  innovation and budget success between the agencies. 

The impetus fo r  change and innovation came from w ith in  the agency 

and from professional groups whose members were employees o f the 

innovative  agency. Indeed, Browning concluded th a t the number of 

pro fess ionals  in the agency was a s ig n i f ic a n t  fa c to r  in  the agency's 

budget success.®^

In a study o f the d if fu s io n  o f innovations among American 

s ta te s , Jack Walker found th a t the process o f search and decision  

by agencies was im portant. He concluded th a t  the decis ion ru les  

used by the decision-makers were o f  g rea t importance. What had 

been successfu lly  adopted by a given s ta te 's  neighboring s ta te  was 

q u ite  o ften  used when a problem required a new approach. Walker

also found th a t the la r g e r ,  w e a lth ie r ,  more in d u s tr ia l iz e d  s ta tes
62are more innovative than the sm aller , less developed s ta tes .

Ambition

There are two bodies o f  theory which have motivated th is  

study and which I  w i l l  draw upon. These are complementary theories  

having a number o f  s im i la r i t i e s .  The f i r s t  o f  these is the theory
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o f  the ra t io n a l  bureaucrat as o u tl in e d  by Anthony Downs in his book
63Inside Bureaucracy. The second is p o l i t i c a l  ambition theory,

developed by J. A. Schlesinger and re ce n tly  tested  by a number o f
64researchers in  various s e tt in g s .

Both o f these bodies o f  theory have basic s im i la r i t i e s  to

the compositive method o f  economics. This method develops hypotheses

about socia l behavior from models o f purposive behavior by in d iv id u a ls
65and has also  been described as methodological in d iv id u a lism .

Proponents o f  th is  pos ition  in s is t  th a t  statements or descrip tions  

about the group or the behavior o f  groups must be derived from 

inform ation about ind iv iduals .® ®  The in d iv id u a l consumer, e n tre ­

preneur, employee, p o l i t i c ia n ,  or in Downs' case, bureaucrat is the 

central f ig u re .  He is  assumed to face a set o f  possible actions  

and to choose the one w ith in  the possible se t th a t  he most p re fe rs .

He is a chooser and is goal d ire c te d . This is in  con tras t to his  

p art in  the c h a ra c te r is t ic  method o f sociology which has dominated 

the study o f bureaucracy in  the past. The soc io log ica l approach 

ty p ic a l ly  develops hypotheses about socia l behavior from models o f  

ro le  behavior by aggregate ideal types. The in d iv id u a l is more o f  

a ro le  p la ye r in  some la rg e r  socia l drama.®7

In the economist's approach to theory re fe r re d  to here , the 

la rg e r  environment influences the behavior o f  the in d iv id u a l by 

constra in ing his set o f  possible a c tio n s , by changing the re la t io n s  

between actions and outcomes, and, to some e x te n t ,  by in fluenc ing  

his personal preferences. The economist develops models o f  purposive 

behavior by in d iv id u a ls ,  not to exp la in  the behavior o f  in d iv id u a ls
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but to  generate hypotheses concerning the aggregative consequences
f if io f the in te ra c tio n  among ind iv iduals  and th e ir  environments.

Downs' theory and ambition theory do, however, deal w ith the 

re la tionsh ips  between environmental ch a ra c te r is t ic s  and the 

ambitions o f In d iv id u a ls . In th is  d is s e r ta t io n ,  I w i l l  be con­

cerned w ith  these re la tion sh ips .

Downs explains the behavior o f bureaus by the actions of 

the bureaucrats th a t co n s titu te  the bureau. Ambition theory explains  

the actions of p o l i t ic ia n s  as a response to t h e i r  o f f ic e  goals. I t  

also focuses on how the structure  o f opportunities in a p o l i t ic a l  

s itu a tio n  shapes a p o l i t ic ia n 's  goals. Of the studies dealing  

e x p l ic i t ly  with innovation in organizations, I am aware o f none 

which have treated i t  fo rm ally  in  the manner to be suggested h ere .6  ̂

A number o f works, however, have d e a lt  w ith  economic models o f  

o rg an iza tio n s .70 Niskanen investigates budget and output behavior 

of bureaus under d i f fe r e n t  conditions and develops a theory of 

supply by bureaus. His assumptions are consistent with those Downs 

uses but are less r e s t r ic t iv e .  As Downs states and Niskanen im p lies ,  

whenever o f f i c ia ls  have any d is c re t io n , they w i l l  use a t  leas t some 

of i t  to  advance th e ir  own in te r e s ts .7  ̂ This follows from the as­

sumptions o f r a t io n a l i ty  and u t i l i t y  maximization and w i l l  be used 

to suggest an explanation fo r  the v a r ia t io n  in innovation among 

organizations.

The general approach being discussed here has been used in  

analyzing the behavior o f  p r iv a te  firms as well as that o f p o l i t i ­

cians and bureaucrats. The search fo r  a su b stitu tio n  fo r  the
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c la ss ic a l assumption o f p r o f i t  maximization o f  the f irm  led to  the 

assumption o f  the maximization o f s e l f - in t e r e s t  by the manager.

This s e l f - in t e r e s t  was fu r th e r  assumed to take the form o f maxi-
72mi zing the p e rq u is ite s  o f  his o f f ic e  or fu r th e r in g  his career.

Since bureaus— and almost a l l  o ther pub lic  agencies— are not managed 

by p r o f i t  o r  loss c r i t e r i a ,  some s u b s titu te  fo r  the p r o f i t  maxi­

mization assumption must be made i f  th is  economic approach is  to 

be used to study bureaucra tic  behavior. The assumption th a t  is  

often made is  th a t  the bureaucrat, d ir e c to r ,  or o ther ac tor w i l l  

attempt to maximize his s e l f - in t e r e s t  by maximizing e i th e r  d i r e c t ly  

or in d ir e c t ly  some p e rq u is ite s  o f  h is  o f f ic e  o r  h is career goal.

Some analysts go beyond ju s t  making th is  assumption to determine 

the nature o f  the bureaucrat's  goal. That is  the approach taken 

here.

Since much o f  the th e o re t ic a l  work underly ing th is  study

borrows from Anthony Downs and ambition theory each w i l l  be

described in tu rn . The fundamental premise o f Downs' theory is

th a t bureaucratic  o f f i c i a l s ,  l ik e  a l l  o ther agents in  so c ie ty , are

s ig n i f ic a n t ly ,  though not s o le ly ,  motivated by t h e i r  own s e l f -  
73in te re s ts .  His theory follows the t r a d i t io n  o f  economic thought

from Adam Smith forward and is con s is ten t w ith  recent contribu tions

to p o l i t i c a l  science by R ik e r , Olson, Buchanan and T u llo c k , and 
74others. The theory o f  Ins ide Bureaucracy rests  on three ce n tra l  

assumptions:

1. Bureaucratic  o f f i c i a l s  (and a l l  o ther socia l agents) 

seek to a t ta in  t h e i r  goals r a t io n a l ly .  They are u t i l i t y  maximizers.
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This means that bureaucrats w i l l  take those actions which w i l l  best 

enable them to reach th e ir  goals. I t  also means th at they w i l l  

attempt to get as much o f  a valued goal as they can.

2. Bureaucratic o f f i c ia ls  in  general have a complex set 

of goals including power, income, p res tig e , s e c u r ity ,  convenience, 

lo y a lty ,  pride in ex ce lle n t work, and desire  to serve the public  

in te re s t .  Regardless o f p a r t ic u la r  goals involved, every o f f i c i a l  

is  s ig n i f ic a n t ly  motivated by his own s e l f - in te r e s t  even when acting  

in a purely o f f i c ia l  capacity .

3. Every o rgan iza tio n 's  social functions strongly influence  

i t s  in te rna l structure  and behavior and vice versa. The environment 

that Downs' bureaucrats operate w ith in  is  one in which information  

is c o s tly ,  decision-makers have only l im ite d  decision-making

c a p a b i l i t ie s ,  and uncerta inty  is  usually involved in making
. . . 75decisions.

Downs c la s s if ie s  a l l  bureaucrats in to  f iv e  ideal types based 

on the ranking o f goals included in the bureaucrats1 set o f  p re fe r ­

ences. He claims th a t  bureaucrats can be expected to use d i f fe r e n t  

means to maximize u t i l i t y  depending upon what th e ir  goals are .  

Differences in goals may be due to age, length and type o f t ra in in g ,  

opportunities a v a i la b le ,  resources a v a i la b le ,  and organizational 

struc ture . Much of the ana lys is , th e re fo re , is  independent o f  the 

d e f in i t io n  o f the ideal types o f bureaucrats. The analysis and the 

propositions that flow  from i t  fo llow — according to Downs— d ir e c t ly  

from the three centra l axioms.^*

Downs' theory w i l l  not be accepted as stated but a set o f  

assumptions which are a m odification o f Downs and are also consistent
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with ambition theory w i l l  be suggested. Although the complex set  

o f goals l is te d  in  Downs' assumption 2 is  probably in c lu s iv e ,  I 

suggest th a t  bureaucrats tend predominantly to  have e i th e r  one o f  

two se ts , the important elements o f  which are  (a ) power, income, and 

p re s tig e , or (b) s e c u rity  and convenience. The in d iv id u a ls  corre ­

sponding to these sets o f  goals are  what Downs c a l l  climbers and 

conservers, r e s p e c t iv e ly .^  This type o f c a te g o r iza t io n  is  also

more s im ila r  to the classes o f ambition u su a lly  suggested by
78Schlesinger and others in  p o l i t i c a l  ambition theory .

Complementing Downs' theory are the f ind ing s  o f  ambition

theory. This body o f  l i t e r a t u r e  also focuses on a ra t io n a l  strategy

by the ac tor invo lved , in  th is  case by p o l i t ic ia n s  running fo r

e le c t iv e  o f f ic e .  This departs from a method o f  studying p o l i t ic ia n s

through case studies employing psychoanalytic  methods or by accumu-
79la t in g  socia l background data o f  p o l i t i c a l  leaders . In an e a r ly

e x p lic a t io n  o f ambition theory , Schlesinger suggests:

The cen tra l assumption o f ambition theory is th a t  a p o l i t ic ia n 's  
behavior is  a response to h is  o f f ic e  goals . O r, to put i t  
another way, the p o l i t i c ia n  as o f f ic e  seeker engages in p o l i t i ­
cal acts and makes decisions ap p ro pria te  to gaining o f f ic e .  . . 
I t  makes l i t t l e  d if fe re n c e  to  the theory o f  ambition whether 
they adopt the ambitions s u ita b le  to  the o f f ic e  o r  a t ta in  the 
o f f ic e  because o f t h e i r  am bitions. I t  is  s u f f ic ie n t  to  conclude 
th a t  governors o f  New York w i l l  behave as though they were 
P re s id e n tia l candidates w h ile  governors o f M iss iss ipp i or South 
Dakota w i l l  n o t .

Schlesinger examined the recru itm ent patterns  among various

o ff ic e s  in  the United S tates . One va luable  idea in  h is work is  the

contention th a t  a man's p o l i t i c a l  motives and desires  are molded by

the a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  p o l i t i c a l  o p p o rtu n it ie s  and th a t  such opportuni-
81t ie s  are s t r u c tu r a l ly  determined. A number o f s tud ies  have since
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been done te s t in g  hypotheses suggested by S chles inger1s work and
82focusing on one o r more aspects o f  h is  theory o f  ambition- One 

c o r ro l la ry  o f  his work is  the suggestion th a t  the o f f ic e -h o ld e r  

responds p r im a r i ly  to the immediate forces in his p o l i t i c a l  environ­

ment ra th e r  than to fa c to rs  th a t  occurred in  the more d is ta n t  past 

o f  the p o l i t i c ia n .  According to  Black:

. . . (the p o l i t i c ia n )  probably tends to  make decisions on the 
bases o f  the costs , b e n e f i ts ,  and p r o b a b i l i t ie s  th a t  operate  
a t  the time o f  his dec is ion . I f  th is  is  the case, then one 
should pay much more a t te n t io n  to  the immediate circumstances 
surrounding a p o l i t i c ia n  a t  the time o f  a decis ion ra th e r  than 
some set o f  fa c to rs  in  his childhood or e l s e w h e r e . ® ^

These works have strengthened, e la b o ra ted , and complemented 

Schlesinger*s theory and f in d in g s . The study o f p o l i t i c a l  ambition  

is  e s s e n t ia l ly  the study o f  m otivation  and requires data on in d i ­

v idua ls; however, as Black has observed, Schlesinger did not " r e a l ly  

focus on the actual in te ra c t io n  between the s truc tu re  o f  o f f ic e s  

and the ambitions o f in d iv id u a l p o l i t ic ia n s ." ® ^  Several o f  the 

more recent studies have d e a lt  w ith  data gathered from or about 

in d iv id u a l p o l i t ic ia n s .  Black developed a theory o f  p o l i t i c a l  

ambitions which res ts  on the idea th a t  o ff ic e -s e e k e rs  attempt to  

behave in  a ra t io n a l  manner in  s e le c t in g  among a l te r n a t iv e  o f f ic e s  

and tes ted  hypotheses using survey data on San Francisco Bay area 

p o l i t ic ia n s .  He concluded

. . . th a t  the study o f p o l i t i c a l  ambition g en era lly  can 
b e n e f it  from an approach th a t  assumes th a t  p o l i t ic ia n s  attempt 
to behave in  a ra t io n a l  manner in  seeking t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  
as p ira tio n s  . . . f in d in g  suggests th a t  a r a t io n a l is t i c  
explanation o f the career choice process may prove to be 
the road to  an adequate theory o f  p o l i t i c a l  am bition. Our 
find ings also  suggest th a t  p o l i t i c a l  ambition develops in  
p a rt  as a re s u l t  o f  the investments th a t p o l i t ic ia n s  make 
in  t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y . 85
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The theory which underlies  the ana lysis  fo r  my study 

u t i l i z e s  an assumption basic to  both theories  discussed above; th a t  

i s ,  the assumption th a t  in d iv id u a ls  attempt to  behave in a ra t io n a l  

manner. The set o f  assumptions necessary fo r  the theory seems to 

be consistent w ith  both Downs and ambition theory and is  as fo llow s:

1. In d iv id u a ls  ac t in  t h e i r  own s e l f - in t e r e s t .  They have

a complex se t o f  goals but are s ig n i f ic a n t ly  motivated by t h e i r  own 

s e l f  in te r e s t  even when ac ting  in a pure ly  o f f i c i a l  capacity .

2. Bureaucratic o f f i c i a l s  seek to  a t ta in  th e i r  goals 

r a t io n a l ly .  They are u t i l i t y  maximizers.

3. Inform ation is  c o s tly .

4. In d iv id u a ls  as decision-makers have only l im ite d  capa­

b i l i t i e s .

From 3 and 4 i t  fo llow s th a t decisions are made in a condition o f  

uncertai n ty .

The f i r s t  assumption means th a t  in d iv id u a ls — in  th is  case

p o l i t ic ia n s  and bureaucrats— have personal goals toward which they

d ir e c t  t h e i r  ac tion s . The public  servant, in th is  view, may have

an a l t r u i s t i c  view o f the pu b lic  in te r e s t  in mind when doing his

jo b , but th is  is  not his primary goal as the o lder l i t e r a t u r e  in
86public  ad m in is tra tio n  would have us b e lie ve . The pub lic  in te re s t  

may be an in s ig n i f ic a n t  aspect o f  the bureaucra t's  goal complex. 

S im i la r ly ,  in e le c t iv e  p o l i t i c s ,  i t  is  assumed th a t men have some 

p r iv a te  ambition th a t  they seek to f u l f i l l  in  th e i r  e f fo r ts  to  be 

e lected . The t r a d i t io n  th a t a p o l i t ic ia n  only wishes to seek 

e le c t io n  to serve the p ub lic  is  not considered very credable.
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Based on the assumption th a t  In d iv id u a ls  maximize u t i l i t y ,

economists assumed th a t  the best way fo r  the manager or owner to

do th is  was to maximize p r o f i t s .  More recent work in  the behavior

of the f irm  has expanded the maximand o f  the manager to include

other th in g s , fo r  example such p e rq u is ite s  o f  o f f ic e  as s t a f f ,
87s a la ry , and fr in g e  b e n e fits .  Public bureaucracies can seldom

i f  ever be evaluated on a p r o f i t  versus loss b as is , so the assumption

th a t bureaucrats attempt to maximize p r o f i t  w i l l  not be u se fu l.

However, recent work in  p o l i t i c a l  science has adopted the economic

mode o f  analysis  and used the assumption th a t  people who work fo r

public  agencies attempt to maximize u t i l i t y  and attempt to do so

r a t io n a l ly .  This must be done through some method other than p r o f i t

maximization by the agency, however. The ty p ic a l process in  these

studies has been to determine, e i th e r  by assumption, by hypothesis,

or by o ther v a r ia b le s ,  goals th a t  the p o l i t i c ia n  or bureaucrat w i l l

attempt to obta in . Following Downs and o th e rs , I determine the

goals th a t  bureaucrats can be expected to have and how they may

attempt to reach them.

The assumption o f  r a t io n a l i t y — assumption two— im plies th a t

the in d iv id u a l ,  when confronted with a d ec is io n , w i l l  examine the

a lte rn a t iv e s  w ith  which he is confronted, th a t he w i l l  eva luate  those

a lte rn a t iv e s  in  terms o f the l ik e l ih o o d  o f th e i r  occurrence and the

value they hold fo r  him, and th a t he w i l l  choose th a t  a l te r n a t iv e
88which y ie ld s  fo r  him the g rea tes t expected value. In th is  formu­

la t io n ,  one assumes th a t  the in d iv id u a l is  attem pting to s e le c t  the 

best a l te r n a t iv e  fo r  h im se lf ,  i . e . ,  th a t  a l te r n a t iv e  which maximizes
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his expected va lue , but he may not, o f course, always be correct in 
89his choice. He may make errors because information is  lim ited  

and expensive.

Inform ation is  obtained a t  a cost, and the amount re a d ily  

ava ilab le  to a decision-maker is  l im ite d . The decision-maker also 

is l im ite d  in  his a b i l i t y  to process and evaluate inform ation. He 

can only devote a l im ite d  amount o f time to making any one decision. 

Assumptions three and four imply that decisions are made in  a con­

d it io n  o f uncerta in ty . "Uncertainty in decision theory describes 

a l l  shades o f  knowledge of the p ro b a b il ity  d is tr ib u t io n  o f the  

states o f nature ranging from near accurate estimates based upon 

objective  experience to an extreme case in which no knowledge 

ex is ts ."  Decision-makers do not have perfect information and 

do not know the exact p ro b a b il i t ie s  o f the outcomes o f actions.

They can only make estimates as to these p ro b a b il i t ie s  based on 

past experience, the experience o f others, and present information.

"The decision-maker must generally  a r r iv e  a t  his decision through
91the process o f an educated 'guess .'"  Moreover, as the cost of

information increases, o f f i c ia ls  w i l l  gather less of i t  fo r  the 
92same payoff.

The concept o f  u t i l i t y  maximization is  often contrasted with  

a competing notion o f  s a t is f ic in g .  In the c lass ica l economic 

l i t e r a t u r e ,  u t i l i t y  maximization implied th a t the decision-maker 

was able to consider the e n t ire  set o f a l te rn a t iv e s  from which he 

would choose his ac tion . To each a l te rn a t iv e  was attached a set 

o f consequences— the events th a t would ensue i f  th a t p a r t ic u la r
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a l te r n a t iv e  was chosen. The decision-maker could rank a l l  a l t e r ­

natives and t h e i r  consequences from most p re fe rred  to le a s t  pre­

fe rre d . He then se lec ted  the la te rn a t iv e  leading to the most
93pre fe rred  set o f  consequences. The decision-maker is  making an

optimal choice and thereby maximizing h is  u t i l i t y .

Simon and others have pointed out d i f f i c u l t i e s  w ith  th is

model o f  ra t io n a l  man.

. . .  i t  makes th ree  exceedingly important demands upon the 
choice-making mechanism. I t  assumes (1 )  th a t  a l l  the  a lte rn a t iv e s  
o f choice are 'g iv e n ' ;  (2 )  th a t a l l  the consequences attached to
each a l te r n a t iv e  are known { in  one o f the three senses co rre ­
sponding to c e r t a in t y ,  r is k ,  and u n c e rta in ty ,  re s p e c t iv e ly )  (3)  
th a t  the ra t io n a l  man has a complete u t i l i t y  ordering  . . . fo r  
a l l  possib le  sets o f  consequences.94

A decis ion-m aker, March and Simon cla im , is  u s u a lly  con­

cerned w ith  f in d in g  s a t is fa c to ry  a l te r n a t iv e s ,  not optimal ones.

"An a l t e r n a t iv e  is s a t is fa c to ry  i f :  (1 )  there e x is ts  a s e t  o f

c r i t e r i a  th a t  describes m inim ally s a t is fa c to ry  a l t e r n a t iv e s ,  and
95(2) the a l t e r n a t iv e  in  question meets o r  exceeds these c r i t e r i a . "

An o rd inary  decision-m aker cannot always search fo r  the best 

possible s o lu tio n  to  the problems he faces; he has n e i th e r  the

time nor the energy. He instead f ind s  an a l te r n a t iv e  th a t  he thinks

is good enough to  m ainta in  the values important to  him. "The l im its  

of r a t io n a l i t y  prevent him from maximizing his b en e fits  in  every 

s itu a t io n ;  ra th e r  he 's a t i s f i c e s , '  or chooses a course o f  ac tio n  

th a t seems s a t is fa c to r y  under the circumstances."^®
97Man's behavior in  organizations is  " in tended ly  r a t io n a l . "

Simon has two ra th e r  important things to  say concerning what is  

" s a t is fa c to r y ."  F i r s t  o f  a l l  men do not perceive a to ta l  s i tu a t io n ,
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Simon claims, but only that portion o f the to ta l  which is meaningful
98and s ig n if ic a n t  to them. In other words, perception is s e le c t iv e .

Secondly, he asserts th a t what is  s a t is fa c to ry  a t  any given moment

is influenced by achievement and defeats o f  the past as well as

things th a t  are presently going on. That i s ,  asp ira tio n  leve ls
99are conditioned.

Luce and R a if fa  describe a m odification o f u t i l i t y  theory

which brings the form al, ra tio n a l approach more in l in e  w ith Simon’ s

approach. This m odification includes the p o s s ib i l i ty  " tha t people

can n e ith er d iscrim inate p e r fe c t ly  between a lte rn a t iv e s  w ith  respect

to preferences nor between events w ith  respect to likelihood."^®®

The bureaucrats in  Downs' theory are u t i l i t y  maximizers as

are the actors in  most ra tio n a l choice approaches in p o l i t ic a l

science.^®^ However, Downs' theory contains elements o f both the

maximizing and the s a t is f ic in g  approaches. The theory underlying

this d is se rta tio n  trea ts  ind iv iduals  as maximizers; they are ra tio n a l
102in Simon's sense o f being intendedly ra t io n a l .  That is ,  they 

attempt to choose the best a l te rn a t iv e  under the l im its  o f  time 

pressure, lack o f inform ation, and lack o f energy. An a l te rn a t iv e  

which is  good enough in some s itu a tio n s  may not be good enough in 

others.

In  the context o f organizational innovation, the foregoing

assumptions lead us to analyze behavior which is  best i l lu s t r a te d

by the following passage from Downs:

. . . analysis o f  organizational change . . . focuses . . .  on 
in d iv id u a ls . Because they are u t i l i t y  maximizers, they are 
always w il l in g  to adopt a new course o f  action  i f  i t  promises
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to make them b e tte r  o f f ,  even i f  they are r e la t iv e ly  happy at  
present. However, they cannot search fo r  new cources o f  action  
without expending resources. Since the supply o f  these is 
l im ite d ,  they tend to avoid fu r th e r  search whenever the l ik e ly  
rewards seems small a p r io r i  ( th a t  i s ,  the expected marginal 
payoff seems sm aller than the expected marginal co s t) .  This is  
the case whenever th e i r  current behavior seems q u ite  s a tis fa c to ry  
in l ig h t  o f  th e i r  recent experience. *03

The theory o f  Inside Bureaucracy and ambition theory suggest 

that the motivation o f the in d iv id u a l,  th a t i s ,  the goals he has 

set fo r  himself determine, in  part a t  le a s t ,  the actions th a t he 

takes. Ind iv iduals  choose and evaluate th e ir  goals by taking into  

consideration th e i r  present p o s it io n , age, competence, past success 

and fa i lu re s .  They probably also compare themselves to others l ik e  

them in evaluating th e ir  chances fo r  obtain ing a p a r t ic u la r  goal. 

Within th is  framework then, they take actions which they believe  

w il l  bring them closer to th e ir  goals, i . e . ,  bring them the greatest  

amount o f  u t i l i t y .  The actor in th is  s itu a tio n  must take in to  

consideration the resources and opportun ities a t hand. In cases 

where resources are necessary to develop policy which w i l l  bring  

the indiv idual p re s tig e , the ind iv idual desiring  prestige  w i l l  be 

fru s tra ted  i f  these resources are not a v a ila b le .

In both ambition and bureaucratic ambition theory, the 

actor 's  behavior is  a response to his career goal as defined w ith in  

the context o f the research in te re s t .  That is ,  the elected o f f i c ia l  

has a set o f possible o ffic es  the attainment o f  which is evaluated  

against other a l te rn a t iv e s .  For the bureaucrat, the career goals 

are from a set o f positions or circumstances w ith in  the s tructure  

of his re levant profession or bureaucracy.
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Downs' Ins ide Bureaucracy has not been accepted w ithout c r i t i ­

cism. Those reviews which have appeared have been mixed but some 

have had s t i f f  c r i t ic is m  fo r  c e r ta in  aspects o f  Downs’ work. Probably 

the most common c r i t ic is m  o f  the book is  th a t  in  i t  Downs does not 

r e a l ly  present a theory. Murray gives a mixed review o f  the work 

sta tin g  th is  c r i t ic is m .  I t  f a i l s  to be a theory , Murray claim s, 

because Downs is  unable to work with a f ix e d  set o f  va riab les  and 

ta lk  only about the in te r - re la t io n s h ip s  between them. But Murray 

goes on to say:

. . . once one re a l iz e s  th a t  Inside Bureaucracy is not a real 
theory and not a v a l id  basis fo r  exp la in ing  the d if fe re n c e  
between s ta te -ru n  and p r iv a te  o rg an iza tio n s , one can go on to 
appreciate  Downs' o r ig in a l  and perceptive analysis  o f  any number 
o f la rge  and small phenomena which a r is e  in the in te rn a l  
operation o f any large o rg a n iz a t io n .^ ^

Crecine also c r i t i c i z e s  and praises the book, fa u lt in g

Downs fo r  introducing “a hopeless number o f  va ria b les "  and f a i l in g
105"to u t i l i z e  his 'axioms' in any meaningful way." According to 

some c r i t ic is m  Downs’ "Laws" are not derived from the axioms but 

merely appear. The propositions also are not fo rm ally  derived from 

the assumptions and would be very d i f f i c u l t  to te s t  fo r  the most 

p a rt  according to these c r i t iq u e s .^ 06

Downs' is not a f u l l y  form alized theory but does present 

an in te re s t in g  and p o te n t ia l ly  useful framework which u t i l i z e s  many 

of the ideas o f ambition theory. I w i l l  suggest hypotheses to be 

tested from the combination o f  ambition theory and Inside Bureaucracy. 

These hypotheses w i l l  not be derived in  a formal sense but th e i r  

re la t io n s h ip  to the theory presented w i l l  be shown. Furthermore,
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a number o f  Downs' propositions are tested . Downs' theory appears

to be what Rudner re fe rs  to as a p a r t ia l  fo rm aliza tion  or a less

than complete elaboration  o f  a theory as a deductive system.

The occurrence of non-indigenous terms in a p a r t ia l ly  formalized

theory indicates th a t  some portion o f  the results o f other d isc ip lines
108or areas o f  knowledge are being presupposed in the theory. This 

also seems to be the case in  Downs' theory and i t  w i l l  be carried  

fu rth e r  by the combining o f aspects o f Inside Bureaucracy with  

ambition theory and organization theory.

Downs' theory is  also quasi-deductive, that is ,  i t

purports to be deductively elaborating  . . . but . . . f a i l s  
to meet the requirements fo r  being a deduction. Such fa i lu r e  
usually stems from neglecting, d e lib e ra te ly  eschewing, or 
being unable to make e x p l ic i t  a l l  o f  the statements re q u is ite  
as premises, as well as neglecting or being unable to make 
e x p l ic i t  a l l  o f the rules and steps required in a r r iv in g  a t  the 
conclusion.109

The c r it iq u e s  o f Inside Bureaucracy mentioned e a r l ie r  ind icate  th at  

i t  is  characterized by quasi-deduction. Rudner, however, seems to 

f ind  th is  kind o f a theory less undesirable than does Crecine in  

his re v ie w .110

The theory th a t I have outlined  from Inside Bureaucracy and 

ambition theory w i l l  be both quasi-deductive and only p a r t ia l ly  

f o r m a l i z e d .^  The hypotheses that I present w il l  fo r  the most 

part be generated from the theory but the deductions w i l l  be incom­

p le te . Arguments and findings of other d is c ip lin e s , mainly organi­

zation theory and ambition theory, w i l l  be brought in to show why 

the re lationsh ips in  the hypotheses are to be expected in terms of 

the theory and previous research. The assumptions necessary to show
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the deduction o f  the hypotheses may not a l l  be made e x p l i c i t  and 

the steps in the deduction w i l l  not always be complete. However, 

the assumptions ou tlin ed  e a r l i e r  and the discussion w i l l  be s u f f ic ie n t ,  

in most cases to  e s ta b lis h  the hypotheses. In other cases, hypotheses 

d ir e c t ly  from Ins ide  Bureaucracy w i l l  be tes ted .

The task o f  the study is  extensive. The primary dependent 

variab le  is  o rgan iza tio n a l innovation. The f i r s t  set o f  hypotheses 

examines the re la t io n s h ip  o f  innovation to o rgan iza tional ch arac ter­

is t ic s  o f the p ub lic  hea lth  departments. Hypotheses considering the 

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  the bureaucrats, in  th is  case the local Public  

Health d ire c to rs ,  and t h e i r  re la t io n s h ip s  to the expressed ambitions 

o f these o f f i c i a l s  w i l l  be tes ted . Another set of hypothesis w i l l  

re la te  in d iv id u a l c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  d ire c to rs  to departmental 

v a ria b le s . A f in a l  set o f  hypotheses w i l l  suggest an explanation  

fo r  o rgan iza tio n a l innovation in terms o f the expressed ambitions  

o f  bureaucrats and the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  the departments.

S chem atica lly , the study w i l l  deal w ith  the v a r ia b le  set in  

Figure 1. The next chapter w i l l  discuss hypotheses th a t l in k  these 

elements to  each other.
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D ire c to r  expressed 
ambi t io n

Organizational
variab les

‘D ire c to r  backgroun 
v a ria b les

Innovation

Figure 1 - 1 . --Elements o f a Model o f  O rganizational Innovation.
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CHAPTER I I

HYPOTHESES, RESEARCH SETTING AND RESEARCH DESIGN

In th is  chapter I  set fo r th  the hypotheses and present argu­

ments fo r  the re la t io n s h ip s  which are predicted by them. The d is ­

cussion w i l l  attempt to show how the hypotheses are consistent w ith  

the theory presented in  the previous chapter- However, much o f  the 

argument w i l l  r e ly  on re la te d  th eo ries  and o ther research f ind ings  

which support the re la t io n s h ip s  in each hypothesis.^

Although there are th ree  major sets o f  hypotheses, I w i l l  

begin by focusing on those hypotheses which include innovation as 

th e i r  dependent v a r ia b le .  I w i l l  then extend the discussion to 

include hypotheses w ith  o ther dependent va r ia b les  and attempt to  

exp la in  the re la t io n s h ip s  by grounding the hypotheses in  the theory  

o u tlin e d  in  Chapter I .

Although Downs argues th a t  d i f f e r e n t  types o f  bureaucrats  

are more l i k e l y  to be found in  some bureaus or o rgan iza tions than 

o thers , I w i l l  delay the discussion o f  hypotheses dealing w ith  these 

v ariab les  u n t i l  a la t e r  section . These hypotheses w i l l  be important 

when I argue th a t in d iv id u a ls  w ith  c e r ta in  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  are more 

l i k e l y  than others to be found as d ire c to rs  o f  departments w ith  

c e rta in  kinds o f output or p o l ic y ,  e . g . ,  innovation. We have to go 

beyond Sch les inger's  ambition theory to p re d ic t  th a t  some of the

38
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va ria tio n  in organizational innovation is due to the goals o f the 

d irec tors  o f  the organizations or departments. Ambition theory 

suggests th a t p o l i t ic ia n s  w i l l  have d i f fe re n t  goals and th a t these 

w il l  be important fo r  behavior. But th is  w i l l  have to be developed 

fu r th e r  to explain why some bureaucrats w i l l  be more innovative  

than others. In a la te r  section I w i l l  discuss why i t  is reasonable 

to expect climbers, more than conservers, to  be innovative.

Correlates o f Innovation in Public 
Health Departments

There are a number o f factors  beside the d ire c to r  which w i l l  

influence health departments, and many other organ izations, to be 

more or less innovative. Although the aggressiveness of the d ire c to r  

w i l l  influence the innovation of the department there are a number 

of organizational ch a ra c te r is t ic s  which are l ik e ly  to have an e f fe c t  

on innovation separate from that o f the d ire c to r .  So, although the 

d ire c to r  is important, we can p red ic t th a t ,  fo r  example, departments 

with more f in a n c ia l resources w i l l  be more innovative despite the type 

o f  bureaucrat who is  the d ire c to r .  The complexities o f  the jo in t  

influence o f organizational fac tors  and d ire c to r  types on innovation 

w il l  be d e a lt  with in  various succeeding sections.

Without data on ind iv iduals  in organizations, researchers 

must f i r s t  deal with organizational variab les and be careful about 

any statements a t t r ib u t in g  po licy  output to the in d iv idua ls  in the 

organizations. I can, however, based on the theory outlined  e a r l i e r ,  

show how the organizational factors to be discussed influence inno­

vation by making i t  more or less d i f f i c u l t  or l ik e ly  th a t the department
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w i l l  Innovate. Mohr, Mytinger, and others have obtained data on 

ind iv iduals  and departmental resources and Mohr has investigated  

ad d it ive  and m u lt ip l ic a t iv e  models which included the personal

ch a ra c te r is t ic s  of the health  department d ire c to r  as well as
2

organizational and community c h a ra c te r is t ic s .  However, he did 

not re ly  on a unifying theory to generate hypotheses or explain  

re la tio n sh ips . My procedure w i l l  be to inves tig a te  f i r s t  some 

organizational corre la tes  o f innovation. I w i l l  then incorporate  

into the analysis the goals and backgrounds o f the d irectors  o f the 

health departments to help explain the re la tion sh ips  which are 

found.

The f i r s t  hypothesis o f  th is  set is :

Hypothesis A - l :  The leve l o f resources w i l l  be p o s it iv e ly
corre la ted  with innovation in local public  
health  departments.

The level o f resources has been one o f the fac tors  that has con­

s is te n t ly  been found to c o rre la te  p o s it iv e ly  and usually strongly  

with innovation. Mansfield found th is  to be the case in in d u s tr ia l
3

organizations as did Mohr and Mytinger in  public health departments.

I  w i l l  te s t  th is  hypothesis using a l te rn a t iv e  ind icators o f the level  

of resources. However, th is  va ria b le  w i l l  be p r im a r ily  opera tiona lized  

by using the size o f the departmental budget. The measures o f the 

variab les  w i l l  be discussed in a la te r  section when I present the 

tes ting  o f  the hypotheses.

Larger amounts o f  resources implies more money av a ila b le  

fo r  higher sa la r ies  which would a t t r a c t  more highly q u a li f ie d  

personnel and more l ik e ly  more technical help such as secretaries
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and c le r ic a l  a id . Larger resources may also lead to more subscrip­

tions to professional journals  and the c a p a b il i ty  to t ra v e l to pro­

fessional meetings. A la rg e r  amount o f  resources suggests that

there w i l l  be more slack resources, th a t  is  uncommitted funds, fo r
4

assignment or use by the d iscretion  o f the d ire c to r  and s ta f f .

Mohr made the assumption, which 1 fe e l is  v a l id ,  th a t g reater resources 

would mean greater d iscretion  in  the commitment o f resources fo r
5

organizations in  general. Resources would seem to be a necessary, 

i f  not s u f f ic ie n t ,  p rereq u is ite  fo r  other departmental mechanisms 

such as sp ec ia lis ts  and research by which departments may innovate.

The sa lary  range o f the departments also seemed to be a close function  

o f the s ize  of the budgets o f the departments.

Closely re la ted  to the resources o f the department as measured 

by budget are the size o f the department in terms o f the number of  

employees and the s ize  o f the population served by the department.

The size of the organization i t s e l f  suggests that there are more 

people av a ilab le  to develop new programs and to bring them to the 

a tte n tio n  o f the d ire c to r .  In a d d it io n , la rger departments are  

l i k e ly  to have more s p e c ia lt ie s  among th e ir  employees than smaller 

departments, increasing the number o f  d if fe re n t  types o f  programs 

suggested. Larger departments are also more l ik e ly  to be able to 

assign personnel to fewer tasks than spending a l im ite d  amount of  

time on a v a r ie ty  o f  th ings. The former aspect would allow  the 

employees to become more specia lized  and knowledgeable about 

problems and possible solutions. A second hypothesis, then, is:
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Hypothesis A-2: The number o f  employees 1n a department w i l l
be p o s i t iv e ly  c o rre la te d  w ith  the inno­
vation  o f  the department.

Past research has supported th is  hypothesis a lso.®  In the 

la rg e r  departments the d ir e c to r  is  l i k e ly  to  be aided by a deputy 

d ire c to r  and possib ly  an a s s is ta n t  d ire c to r  or an a d m in is tra t iv e  

aide. This re l ie v e s  the d ire c to r  o f  many o f  the rou tine  adminis­

t r a t iv e  chores so he can devote more time to  p o lic y  and program 

development. Or he can delegate some of these l a t t e r  tasks to  h is  

a ss is tan ts . In a d d it io n ,  the la rg e r  departments are ab le  to  have 

more persons working in problem areas in  which they have e x p e rt is e .  

These persons are made aware o f  problems as well as possible  

solutions and are  able to suggest and work on programs re levan t  

to solving these problems.^ The arguments supporting the hypothesis 

o f a re la t io n s h ip s  between s ize  and innovation also suggest the 

a d d it io n a l hypotheses:

Hypothesis A-3: The p ro fe s s io n a liz a t io n  and d iv e r s i ty  o f  a
department w i l l  both be p o s it iv e ly  c o rre la te d  
w ith  i t s  innovation.

I  suggested in  Chapter I  th a t  a number o f  studies had found 

the p ro fe s s io n a liz a t io n  o f  the o rg an iza tion  to be re la te d  to  inno­

vation . Other studies have worked w ith  s p e c ia l iz a t io n  and d iv e r s i ty ,  

two concepts which o ften  appear to be very s im ila r  to the usage o f  

the concept p ro fe s s io n a l iz a t io n .  One way o f accounting fo r  the 

re la t io n s h ip  between p ro fe s s io n a liz a t io n  and innovation is  to  look 

a t  the ro le  th a t  s p e c ia l iz a t io n  plays in o rg an iza tio n s . Smith 

presents an argument fo r  a system's capacity  fo r  innovative
g

a c t iv i t y .  The argument:
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rests  on th is  basis: more complex, h igh ly  d i f f e r e n t ia te d  systems,
incorporating  w ith in  them a g re a te r  number o f  ro les  through a 
system o f  s p e c ia l iz a t io n  and the d iv is io n  o f  labor a lso  incorpo­
ra te  a g re a te r  leve l o f  knowledge and in form ation  processing  
a b i l i t y .®

Smith uses the argument to imply th a t  d iv e r s i ty  o f  ro les leads to 

more in form ation  processing a b i l i t y  in  a system which then aids  

innovation. "The re la t io n s h ip  between system d i f f e r e n t ia t io n ,  

conceived o f  as inform ation-processing a b i l i t y  or leve l o f  know­

ledge and e x p e r t is e ,  is  re f le c te d  throughout much o f  the so c io log ica l  

l i t e r a t u r e  on both comnunities and formal o r g a n iz a t io n s ." ^  Note 

th a t Wilson also  makes the argument th at d iv e r s i ty  in  an o rg an iza tio n  

leads to  more innovations being suggested.

I w i l l  te s t  the hypothesis th a t  s p e c ia l iz a t io n  is  re la te d  

to innovation. However, i t  seems th a t  i t  is  not simply the number 

o f roles in  a system which increases inform ation processing a b i l i t y ,  

but the presence o f  c e r ta in  types o f ro les . That is ,  i t  is  s p e c ia l i ­

zation  o f  p ro fe s s io n a l iz a t io n ,  ra th e r  than d iv e r s i ty  i t s e l f  which 

accounts fo r  innovation which is  due to in form ation  processing  

a b i l i t y .  Smith turns to a s im i la r  argument.

A supplementary explanation o f  the d if fe r e n t ia t io n - in n o v a t io n  
l in ka g e , going beyond the argument th a t  sp e c ia lize d  ro les  
incorporate  a g rea ter le v e l o f  sp ec ia lized  knowledge, takes in to  
account the sources o f th is  knowledge. Hage (1965) has argued 
th a t the s p e c ia l is ts  o f  any organ iza tion  have channels o f  in f o r ­
mation both w ith in  and outs ide the o rg an iza tio n  which make them 
more aware o f  the need fo r  innovation in response to  e x te rn a l  
and in te rn a l  s tra in s .  The g re a te r  the number o f  such occu­
pational s p e c ia lt ie s  w ith in  the o rg a n iza t io n , the more c lo s e ly  
is  th a t  o rgan iza tion  l in k e d  w ith  others and the g re a te r  the flow  
o f In form ation  in to  the . . . system.11

Jack Walker uses a s im i la r  l in e  o f  reasoning in connection  

with s ta te  bureaucracies and the contacts th a t  p ro fess ionals  m aintain
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12outside these organizations. Crain, e t  a l .»  evidence supports 

th is  reasoning. They found th a t communities w ith  the more profes­

sional c i ty  manager, having g rea ter contacts, are more l ik e ly  to
13adopt a wide v a r ie ty  o f progressive community programs. Browning 

also concluded th a t the contacts th a t members o f a s ta te  agency had

with professional associations outside the agency were a major fa c to r
- - . .  14in innovation.

In addition  to tes ting  the hypothesis th a t ro le  d iv e rs ity  

in a public  health department is  re la te d  to innovation. I w i l l  

attempt to te s t  the re la tion sh ip  between professional roles or 

professional s p e c ia lt ie s  w ith in  the organization and innovation.

This is  what I w i l l  mean by p ro fess ion a liza tion  and i t  w i l l  be 

measured in two ways. F i r s t ,  i f  i t  is the professional contacts 

that the department has with outside professional organizations  

that aid in innovation, the g rea ter the number o f professions to 

which the department has t ie s ,  the g reater would be the types of  

information a v a ila b le  and the g rea ter the innovation. So one 

measure o f  p ro fess ion a liza tion  w i l l  be the number o f  separate 

professional occupations represented by the employees o f the 

department.

But also important is  the number o f ind iv iduals  maintaining  

such contacts. The more ind iv idu a ls  with outside professional 

a f f i l i a t io n s ,  the more information-processing a b i l i t y  and the more 

awareness o f  programs w i l l  be in  the department. There w i l l  also  

be support from more ind iv iduals  fo r  innovative programs. I t  is  not 

only the number o f  professions to which the department has channels
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but the number o f  persons maintaining these channels which are

important fo r  innovation. Persons o f  d if fe re n t  professions are

l ik e ly  to be concerned with a number o f d if fe re n t  problems and

suggest programs to help solve these perceived problems. The larger

number o f professions and professionals in  a department may help to

increase the innovativeness o f the department due to these persons

keeping up with developments in  th e i r  professions, attending meetings,

gaining new information on techniques, and being less re s is ta n t to
15new ideas presented in  the department. These employees would also  

tend to be more cosmopolitan in  th e i r  outlooks and opportunities  

fo r  employment in  other organizations would e x is t  leading them to 

s tr iv e  fo r  innovations fo r  which they can take re s p o n s ib i l i ty .  Here 

we see the employee s tr iv in g  to keep up his professional reputation  

and probably responding to the norms o f a reference group e s s e n tia lly  

outside o f  his department. This type o f employee would also be less 

threatened by changes he opposed w ith in  the department i f  employment 

opportunities were a v a ilab le  elsewhere.

The number o f  sp e c ia lt ie s  i t s e l f  w i l l  be used as a v a r ia b le ,

however. Smith argues that more ro les provides more information

processing a b i l i t y  to  the system which leads to more innovation.^®

Hage and Aiken measure s p e c ia liza t io n  by the number o f d i f fe re n t

types of work which are done in  the o rg a n iza tio n .17 I w i l l  use a

s im ila r  measure. Durkheim presents an argument th a t competition

among s p e c ia lt ie s  leads to more innovation through the attempt to
18obtain more resources. So the g rea ter the number o f  separate 

s p e c ia lt ie s ,  the g rea ter the e f fo r ts  to expand and the more innovation
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w i l l  be attempted. I w i l l  measure d iv e rs ity  by the number o f  occu­

pational s p e c ia lt ie s  w ith in  the department and te s t  the following  

c o ro lla ry  o f  hypothesis A -3:

Hypothesis A-4: The number o f  occupational s p e c ia lt ie s  w i l l
be p o s it iv e ly  corre la ted  with innovation in  
public  health departments.

The assumptions o f  r a t io n a l i ty  and s e l f - in te r e s t  apply to 

a l l  department employees* as well as to a l l  social ac tors , not ju s t  

to the d ire c to r ,  although I  w i l l  only have ind iv idu a l data on the 

d irec to rs . But we can expect each employee to act in  his or her 

s e l f - in te r e s t .  Each s p e c ia l is t ,  fo r  instance, w i l l  attempt to b u ild  

up his section of the department and to obtain more resources fo r  

what he is  doing. The more the s p e c ia l is t  has a f f i l i a t io n s  with  

ex tra -o rgan iza tio na l professions the more he is  l ik e ly  to be aware 

o f new techniques as well as want to implement them. He w i l l  also  

want to bu ild  a good employment reputation fo r  himself and w i l l  o f  

course have his professional organization as a reference group.

The next hypothesis in th is  set concerns the size o f the 

population served by the health  department.

Hypothesis A-5: The s ize  o f the population o f the com­
munity served by the department w i l l  be 
p o s it iv e ly  corre la ted  w ith  the innovation  
o f the department.

Population may be highly corre la ted  with department size and 

resources, so i t  could be d i f f i c u l t  to separate the co rre la tio n  

of these three variab les w ith  innovation. Larger population are 

accompanied by larger absolute amounts o f resources fo r  the depart­

ment. So inasmuch as la rg e r  populations are a cause of la rger  

resources, we would expect population to be re la ted  to innovation.
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However, there are reasons to believe th a t the s i 2 e o f the

population may have an e f fe c t  by i t s e l f  on innovation. Larger

populations usually imply a g reater number and type o f problems
19to be d ea lt  w ith , thus evoking a greater search fo r  so lutions.

There may be a greater demand fo r  health services. The health

department personnel can use the fa c t  o f g rea ter population as

a supportive argument fo r  new programs. Larger populations also

suggest th a t an urban area is  involved, where the population may

have organized in te re s t  groups along some l in e s ,  such as welfare

mothers, fo r  example. There is probably an in te ra c tio n  here between

population and size  o f  department. That i s ,  i f  a department has

a large population but a small s t a f f ,  i t  may be less innovative

than a department w ith a smaller population to serve th a t is  able

to assign adequate s t a f f  to dealing with local health problems. I

suspect th a t the c o rre la tio n  between department size and population

size is qu ite  strong, however.

Mohr found community size to be re la ted  to innovation and

made an e f f o r t  in  his analysis to trace the e ffe c ts  o f community
20size on resources and innovation. Mytinger found the more inno­

vative health departments in C a lifo rn ia  to be serving large popu- 
21la t io n  groups. Both o f these researchers found several o f  the 

factors descrip tive  o f large size to be corre la ted  with innovation. 

Although I have argued that each o f these fa c to rs --reso u rc es , s ize ,  

and population— has a separate contribution  to innovation, they 

have been found to be so highly corre la ted  with each other that some 

d i f f i c u l t y  may a r is e  in  assessing th e ir  separate e f fe c ts .
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An ad d it io n a l set o f  fa c to rs  to be considered here are the

changes In  resources, s iz e ,  and population. One might expect an

increase in  resources or personnel to  be followed by the adoption

o f new programs, i . e . ,  innovation. An increase in  the budget is

l ik e ly  to be associated w ith  innovation fo r  a number o f  reasons.

Innovation may be used by a d ir e c to r  as a s tra tegy  to increase the

department's to ta l  resources. Although budgets tend to r is e  each

year anyway, a new program would probably requ ire  more ad d it io n a l

resources than continuing ongoing programs. An increase in

resources or s ize  may in d ic a te  the adding o f new s t a f f  in program

areas which are innovative . Increased resources may also be

in d ic a t iv e  o f  uncommitted resources which may then be used to  
22innovate. A change in the s ize  o f  a department may also be

expected to  be associated w ith  innovation. An o rg an iza tion  th a t

is  growing may be h ir in g  new personnel th a t can innovate in the

program areas discussed as inn o v a tiv e . My theory also pred icts  th a t

clim bers— those w ith  a s p ira tio n s  o f  power, money, and p re s t ig e —

are drawn to growing organ izations and are more l i k e l y  to press

fo r  innovation than are conservers who are not l i k e l y  to  be found
23in growing o rg an iza tions . The fo llow ing  hypotheses are suggested:

Hypothesis A-6: There w i l l  be a p o s it iv e  c o rre la t io n  between
the change in resources and the innovation  
o f pub lic  health  departments.

Hypothesis A-7: There w i l l  be a p o s it iv e  c o rre la t io n  between
the change in the s ize  o f  a department and 
the innovation o f  the department.

A change in population o f  the ju r is d ic t io n  served may also

be expected to c o rre la te  w ith  innovation. An increase in population
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may present the department w ith new health  problems th a t need to be 

dealt w ith . However, i f  an increase in  population is  not accompanied 

by an increase in  funds and personnel from the county commissioners 

or other sources, then the department w i l l  f a l l  behind in i t s  provision  

of serv ices. A slow but steady increase in population w i l l  l i k e ly  be 

accompanied by increases in resources and lead to innovation fo r  the 

reasons discussed. However, a large or sudden increase in population  

is l ik e ly  to re s u lt  in  a lag in  services and may be negative ly  cor­

re la ted  w ith  innovation. The hypothesis suggested is:

Hypothesis A-8: The change in population served by the health
department w i l l  be corre la ted  w ith  innovation.

The tes ting  o f th is  f i r s t  set o f hypotheses w i l l  explore  

organizational c h a ra c te r is t ic s  which are necessary fo r  or conducive 

to innovation. Later sections w i l l  show th a t the ch a rac te r is t ic s  

o f the d irec to rs  of the health departments involved are re la ted  to  

organizational innovation. The hypotheses in  th is  set imply that  

c e rta in  organizational properties  are responsible fo r  a major share 

of the variance in innovation. The im p lication  a t th is  point is  

that these c h a rac te r is tic s  are conducive to innovation independently 

of the type of bureaucrat who is  the d ire c to r  o f  the department.

Mohr has analyzed a m u lt ip l ic a t iv e  model which takes in to  con­

s idera tion  the motivation o f the health o f f ic e r .  Later sections, 

as indicated previously, w i l l  bring in to  the analysis the character­

is t ic s  o f  the d irec tors  o f the public health  departments. In te r ­

action may be expected between the department and d ire c to r  variab les .  

For example, given the same amount o f resources, the innovation o f  

the department w i l l  depend g re a t ly  on the actions of the leadership.
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However, the leadership o f the d ire c to r  w i l l  have greater or less  

e f fe c t  on innovation depending upon the level o f resources and 

other organizational fac to rs . F i r s t ,  the organizational and 

d ire c to r  corre la tes o f  innovation w i l l  be analyzed separately  

and then the jo in t  influences w i l l  be considered. In te rac tion  

e ffe c ts  o f  these two sets o f independent variab les  w i l l  also be 

included.

Correlates o f D irector Ambition

A second set o f hypotheses deals w ith  ch a rac te r is tic s  of the 

directors  o f the health  departments. Before placing these d irec tors  

in  the analysis with organizational s tructure  and innovation, I 

discuss the hypotheses which a llow  me to form the l in k  between 

in d iv id u a ls ' background c h a ra c te r is t ic s  and th e ir  expressed goals.

Then add itiona l hypotheses which re la te  goals to behavior and to  

organizational variab les w i l l  be discussed.

The public health studies in  innovation found a number of 

ind iv idual c h a ra c te r is t ic s  as well as organizational ch a rac te r is tic s  

to be re la ted  to the innovation o f  the health departments. The 

theory outlined  in Chapter I suggests th a t ind iv idua ls  w i l l  be 

found in organizations that best enable them to obtain th e i r  p r iva te  

and public  goals. Based on the axioms of the theory, I can c la s s ify  

the health  department d irec tors  in to  categories o f expressed ambition 

and expect th a t those with d i f fe r e n t  ambitions w i l l  behave d i f fe r e n t ly  

in  performing th e i r  jobs. Of course the organizational environment 

is important in determining these o f f i c ia ls  actions also.
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D if fe r e n t  l i f e  experiences w i l l  g ive r is e  to  d i f f e r e n t  

ambitions among bureaucrats. These l i f e  experiences include  

t r a in in g ,  past career and also age. But the opp ortun it ies  th a t  

a pub lic  hea lth  d ir e c to r  or any o ther kind o f bureaucrat confronts ,  

and his experience w ith  them w i l l  in fluence his am bitions. In 

Chapter IV I w i l l  te s t  hypotheses which l in k  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  the 

department d ire c to rs  to  departmental innovation and attempt to  

make some assessment o f the process by which th is  occurs. But 

p r io r  to th is  I w i l l  discuss and te s t  hypotheses which l in k  the 

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  these in d iv id u a ls  to t h e i r  ambitions.

Downs bases much o f h is ana lysis  on the c la s s i f ic a t io n  o f  

bureaucrats according to t h e i r  goals. This is  s im ila r  to the ambition  

approach taken by Schlesinger and others. The fo llow ing  hypotheses 

deal w ith  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  d ire c to rs  which can be used to  help 

c la s s i fy  them according to  ambition. The hypotheses in th is  section  

concern va ria b le s  which are expected to be re la te d  to  the goals,  

and thus the am bitions, o f  bureaucrats.

The discussion up to now has drawn on the theory developed 

in the previous chapter. However, much o f the discussion has r e l ie d  

on re la te d  th eo ries  and o ther research find in g s  which support the 

expected re la t io n s h ip s  in each hypothesis. The discussion in th is  

section w i l l  continue in  l ik e  manner. However, I  w i l l  discuss the 

hypotheses which are  more cen tra l to the ambition theory ou tlined  

in the f i r s t  chapter.

In the fo llow ing  section I discuss some hypotheses by which 

we can help to id e n t i f y  bureaucrats according to  t h e i r  am bition.



52

As a bureaucrat becomes o ld e r  we would expect him to be more con­

cerned w ith  keeping the job  th a t he has than w ith  moving to  a new 

one w ith  ad d it io na l re s p o n s ib i l i t ie s .  I f  a man has had l i t t l e  suc­

cess in  the past in gaining promotions* fo r  example, he w i l l  view 

his present or fu tu re  chances o f moving to a b e t te r *  more responsib le ,

higher paying pos ition  as being f a i r l y  low. The o ld er an o f f i c i a l
24is ,  the more l ik e ly  he is to become a conserver. As he gets

o ld e r ,  h is  chances fo r  r e a l ly  substantia l fu tu re  advancement or

achievement o f any kind are reduced unless he is  near the very top

of the h ierarchy . The g rea t e f fo r ts  required  in taking the i n i t i a t i v e
25to change careers or pos it io ns  are more d i f f i c u l t  fo r  an o ld e r  man.

In S ch les inger' s terms the degree o f progressive ambition declines
26w ith  increasing age.

Hypothesis B—1: The proportion o f d ire c to rs  having ambitions
id e n t i f ie d  as those o f  conservers increases  
with  increasing age; the proportion  o f  
d ire c to rs  having ambitions id e n t i f ie d  as 
those o f climbers decreases w ith  increasing  
a g e .27

A number o f  studies in  ambition theory have v e r i f ie d  th is  hypothesis

fo r  p o l i t ic ia n s .  In a d e ta i le d  ana lysis  o f  the age p ro p o s it io n ,

Hain found th a t among s ta te  le g is la to rs  the ra tes  o f  progressive

p o l i t i c a l  ambitions and o f  progressive subsequent p o l i t i c a l  careers

declined as age increased. The rates o f  s t a t ic  p o l i t i c a l  ambitions
28

and o f s t a t ic  p o l i t i c a l  careers increased w ith  age. P re w it t  and

Nolan re p o rt  f in d in g  support fo r  Sch les inger's  age hypothesis as does
29P re w itt  in  h is book. Mohr's research lends some support to th is  

age hypothesis. He found less innovation among the o ld er hea lth
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d irec to rs . He also found that o ld er health o f f ic e rs  were less l ik e ly

to fee l that the position  o f health  o f f ic e r  should be an a c t iv e  one

in persuing support fo r  public health  objectives than the younger 
30o ff ic e rs .

Bureaucratic ambition theory suggests th a t those with climber

ambitions w i l l  take advantage o f employment opportunities to increase

th e i r  salary and professional p restige  and pos ition . They w i l l  take

advantage of new job opportun ities , be more w i l l in g  to take a chance

or r is k  change to improve th e i r  position  than w i l l  those without such

ambition. Also as conditions in an organization are such th a t they

fru s tra te  the goals o f a c lim ber, e .g . the organization declines in

size  or grows more slowly than others o f a s im ila r  nature, or lacks

resources, the climber is more l ik e ly  than the conserver to leave.

Downs argument implies that climbers w i l l  be more l ik e ly  to change

jobs hence they w i l l  experience a greater job turnover in th e ir
31careers than conservers. Conservers are change avoiders, according

to Downs, and we would expect climbers to be more w i l l in g  to make or

contemplate a change in jobs than conservers. When a given bureau

grows fa s te r  than other comparable organizations, many climbers

jump in to  i t  from elsewhere. Conversely, i f  i t  contracts or grows

more slowly than other organizations, climbers tend to jump out o f  
32i t .  One would expect to f in d  climbers attempting to move to the 

la rg e r organizations where salary and other advantages are g rea ter.  

And in doing so they may have found i t  necessary to change jobs a 

number o f times. Conservers are more l ik e ly  to put up with a 

f ru s tra t in g  s itu a t io n  than w i l l  climbers. To the conserver, the
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cost o f  changing jobs r e la t iv e  to the b e n e f i t ,  is  less than some 

other strategy such as lowering asp ira tions . Stated as an hypothesis 

then, we have:

Hypothesis B-2: Climbers are more w i l l in g  to change jobs
than conservers.

The public health department d ire c to r  who has an advanced

degree in public health is  in  a position to have more information

about new programs and techniques in th is  f i e l d .  He w i l l  also have

closer t ie s  with a professional school o f  Public Health and other

public health  professionals. We can also expect him to be more

concerned about implimenting the professional goals of th is  group

than someone who does not have an advanced degree in the profession.

Here we are considering the p ro fess ion a liza tion  of the d ire c to r .  In

a te s t o f ambition theory among c i ty  councilment, Gordon Black found

th a t those with a g reater commitment to a career in p o l i t ic s  had
33more completely adopted the norms o f th e ir  profession. A s im ila r  

s itu a tio n  could be expected to e x is t  with public  health d ire c to rs .

The degree o f commitment th a t  the indiv idual has toward his pro­

fession is  probably re la ted  to other aspects o f  his career and 

career goals.

Hypothesis B-3: Directors w ith an advanced degree in public
health are more l ik e ly  to be climbers than 
are those d irec tors  without an advanced 
degree.

Directors w ithout an advanced degree in 
public health are more l ik e ly  to be con­
servers than are those d irectors with an 
advanced degree.

The public health o f f ic e r  who has come in to  public health  

a f te r  a period o f time in p r iv a te  p ractice  is  more l ik e ly  to want a
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stable position  and have less in te re s t  in  r is in g  to great heights 

in  the profession than the young M.D. ju s t  en tering  the f i e ld  from 

medical school. In a d d it io n , the physician who has spent several 

years in p r iv a te  p rac tice  w i l l  have a d i f fe r e n t  set o f professional 

standards and contacts, and a f a r  d i f fe r e n t  b e l ie f  about the proper 

ro le  o f public  health  in  society. His social philosophy is more 

l ik e ly  to be one which views the proper ro le  o f p ub lic  health as

being ra th er l im ite d . In fa c t  the length o f time th a t  the d ire c to r

has spent in  p riva te  medicine should be re la te d  to his a tt itu d e s  

toward the proper ro le  o f  public health  in  a so c ie ty . So we would

expect the presence o f  a career in p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  to be negatively

associated with a d ire c to r 's  desire to obtain  a pos ition  of great 

re s p o n s ib il i ty  and prestige in public  hea lth .

Physicians who have changed from p r iv a te  p rac tice  to a public

health career are l ik e ly  to have d i f fe r e n t  professional goals than

the physician who goes in to  public health  while in  medical school

or immediately a f t e r  obtaining his degree. His age fo r  one thing

is  l ik e ly  to be d i f fe r e n t .  The change may have been made fo r  reasons

which cause us to describe him as a conserver. Public hea lth , fo r

one th ing , may be viewed by many as a much less demanding profession
34than p r iv a te  p rac tice . The physician going in to  public  health at  

an ea r ly  age w i l l  probably want to bu ild  a long range career in th is  

profession. He w i l l  more l ik e ly  be a clim ber than a conserver. But 

those who have obtained an advanced degree w i l l  have made a greater  

investment in public  health than those without an advanced degree.

Two hypotheses w i l l  be tested from th is  discussion above:
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Hypothesis B-4: Those public health d irec tors  that have
maintained a p riva te  p ractice  are more 
l i k e ly  to be conservers than those who have 
not had any p riva te  p ractice  experience.
Those without p riva te  p ractice  are more 
l i k e ly  to be climbers than those with p riv a te  
prac tice .

Hypothesis B-5: As the length o f time the health d ire c to r
spent in p riva te  practice  increases, the 
degree o f climber ambition w i l l  decrease, 
and the degree o f conserver ambition w i l l  
increase.

Those health o f f ic e rs  in  Larry Mohr's study with many years o f p r iv a te  

practice  took a conservative view toward the proper a c t iv i t ie s  o f  

public health . Mohr also found that the co rre la tio n  between inno­

vation of the department and the number o f years th a t the health

o f f ic e r  had spent as a p r iv a te  medical p ra c t i t io n e r  was strong and 
35negative.

D ire c to r 's  Background and Departmental Innovation  

The hypothesis in th is  section provides a t ra n s it io n  from 

the d ire c to r 's  background to departmental innovation. This hypothesis 

suggests associations between these background variables and depart­

mental innovation but do not include the measures o f climber or con­

server ambition. Two f in a l  sections of the study investigate  models 

which include links among a l l  three o f  these fa c to r s - -d ir e c to r ' s 

background, d ire c to r 's  ambition, and departmental innovation—as 

well as departmental resources. Hypothesis C-l summarizes the r e la ­

tionships between the background variab les and innovation. These 

re lationsh ips are explained and elaborated in a section in Chapter IV .
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Hypothesis C - l :  D irec to rs  w ith  experience in  p r iv a te  p ra c tic e
and d ire c to rs  w ithout advanced degrees in  
public  hea lth  w i l l  tend to be associated w ith  
less innovative  departments than w i l l  those 
d ire c to rs  w ithout experience in  p r iv a te  
p ra c t ic e  and those d ire c to rs  w ith  advanced 
degrees in  public hea lth .

The age o f the d ire c to r  and the number o f  
years o f  p r iv a te  p rac tice  experience o f  the 
d ir e c to r  w i l l  be inverse ly  co rre la te d  with  
the innovation o f the department.

Types o f D ire c to rs 1 Goals and Types
o f Departments

Hypotheses in  the fo llow ing  section connect the d ire c to rs  

w ith  the type o f department in  which they are most l i k e ly  to be found. 

They in d ic a te  how o f f i c i a l s  are l i k e ly  to be found in d i f f e r e n t  

types o f departments according to t h e i r ,  the d ire c to rs ,  goals and 

how they may a f f e c t  th a t  o rg a n iza tio n 's  innovative output. Downs 

argues th a t bureaucrats o f  d i f f e r e n t  types w i l l  be more or less  

l i k e l y  to be found in  organ izations w ith  d i f f e r e n t  c h a ra c te r is t ic s .

I w i l l  develop and add to these arguments and te s t  some o f these 

hypotheses from Downs.

Although the d ire c to r  who is id e n t i f ie d  as a climber is  

probably going to be inn ovative , both as a s tra tegy  to  improve his

chances of advancement and because i t  w i l l  g enera lly  be less co stly

fo r  him to do so than fo r  the conserver, the hypothesis th a t  climbers  

w i l l  be found in  the innovative departments can be made on o ther  

bases as w e ll .  Climbers are l i k e l y  to  asp ire  to those departments 

which are innovative  because o f  the fac to rs  which make them inno­

v a t iv e .  That i s ,  la rg e r  departments w ith  more resources are pred icted
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to  be the more innovative departments. But climbers are expected to  

asp ire  to be d ire c to rs  o f  la rg e r  departments because o f the s a la ry ,  

p re s t ig e ,  and opp ortun ities  which these departments o f f e r .  Climbers 

in  sm aller departments may have to r e ly  on innovation as a strategy  

to improve t h e i r  chances o f reaching the la rg e r  departments whereas 

the climbers in the la rg e r  departments w i l l  f in d  them to be inno­

v a t iv e  to  a g rea t ex ten t anyway.

Although we may f in d  a number o f  climbers in sm aller depart­

ments, a number o f  them w i l l  have reached the la rg e r  departments. 

Something th a t  Schlesinger emphasizes more than Downs is the fa c t  

th a t  opportun it ies  in fluence ambitions. That i s ,  ambitions develop.

This is an idea centra l to much o f Herbert Simon's work. He fe e ls
35th a t  a s p ira t io n  lev e ls  are conditioned. We could expect someone

who is successful in  a la rg e r  department and sees the o pp o rtun ities

i t  a ffo rd s  him to become a c lim ber. That i s ,  he may want to go on

fu r th e r  as he has successful experiences. So we may f in d  some

d ire c to rs  expressing clim ber ambitions only a f t e r  having reached

c e rta in  p o s it io n s . There may be a c e r ta in  amount o f ego p ro tection

here a lso . A d ire c to r  who is  predisposed to be a clim ber because

o f  his background may not express the d es ire  fo r  a clim ber pos ition

u n t i l  he has some experience which brings him to r e a l iz e  th a t  some

higher leve l p os ition  is a r e a l i s t i c  a s p ira t io n  fo r  him.

Hypothesis C-2 o f  th is  set is  taken from Downs' notion that

the bureaucrats w i l l  be a t t ra c te d  to an organ iza tion  in  which i t  is
37most probable th a t they can obta in  t h e i r  goals. However, the 

im p lic a t io n  from S chles inger's  ambition theory is  th a t asp ira tion s
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38develop. This is  supported by some psychological studies a ls o .

One d iffe re n c e  in Downs' approach and ambition theory is  th a t  Downs 

seems to claim  th a t  climbers seek out la rg e r  o rgan iza tio n s . This 

may also be implied in  ambition theory but in  the l a t t e r  the develop­

ment o f  asp ira tion s  is  important. O pportun ities give r is e  to
39ambitions. In  Downs ambitions are more predetermined. E ith e r  

way we would expect the d ire c to rs  o f  la rg e r  p ub lic  hea lth  dep art­

ments to be climbers ra th e r  than conservers.

For those climbers in the sm aller departments, we would 

expect them to be innovative . So, whereas I have hypothesized th a t  

resources and innovation w i l l  be p o s it iv e ly  associated i f  the type 

o f ambition is  c o n tro lle d ,  I w i l l  also hypothesize th a t the type o f  

ambition and innovation are re la te d  i f  the leve l o f  resources is  

held constant.

The discussion then leads us to expect an associa tion  

between the degree o f  c lim ber ambition and the s ize  and resources 

o f the department. However, th is  association  might not be very 

strong. Some o f  those w ith  clim ber ambition may be on the way up, 

so to speak, and w i l l  s t i l l  be in  the sm aller departments. I f  

they stay here long, though, they are l i k e l y  to  become conservers 

unless they can change the nature o f  t h e i r  department. The 

as p ira tions  o f these d ire c to rs  in  sm aller departments may s t i l l  

be developing. At any ra te  the fo llow ing  associations are p red icted  

between s ize  and resources and types o f  am bition.
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Hypothesis C-2: There w i l l  be a p o s it ive  c o rre la tio n  between
the degree o f  climber ambition o f the d ire c to r  
and the s ize  and resources of the department.

There w i l l  be a negative co rre la tio n  between 
the degree o f conserver ambition o f  the 
d ire c to r  and the s ize  and resources of the 
department.

Ambition and Innovation  

I have argued that climbers ra ther than conservers are l ik e ly  

to be found in la rger departments. I t  is these departments which 

are also expected to be the most innovative. So a p o s it ive  corre­

la t io n  between the degree of climber ambition and innovation is  

expected. Conversely, a negative co rre la tio n  between conserver 

ambition and innovation is  expected. But in order to hypothesize 

th a t d irec tors  th a t are climbers w i l l  be associated with innovative  

departments because they use innovation as a means to obtain th e ir  

goals, some add itional arguments need to be made.

Because a public  agency usually has no markets, i t s  members 

cannot be d ire c t ly  appraised in terms o f th e ir  contribution  to the 

value o f  i t s  output or to the p r o f i t  o f agency or bureau. In order 

to be promoted or gain other goals an o f f i c ia l  needs to fo llow  

other s tra te g ie s . Downs l i s t s  three s tra teg ies  th a t climbers can

fo llow . These are promotion, aggrandizement, and jumping or moving 
40to a new job . These in turn enable the climber to gain more 

pres tig e , power, and money. There is  some empirical evidence which 

ind icates th a t innovation is  a ra tio n a l strategy fo r  the climber. 

Evidence also indicates th a t those persons with a t t r ib u te s  which I 

have described as climber a t t r ib u te s  are associated with innovation.
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Slau found, In  a study o f two pub lic  bureaucracies, an in d iv id u a l 's

m ateria l and status in te re s ts  to  be associated w ith  innovation. He

also found th a t  the more competent bureaucrats were more amenable 
41to change. Becker concluded th a t  the public  h ea lth  d i r e c to r ’ s 

desire  to m aintain  or increase p res tige  and professional status  

motivated him to  be innovative . He found th a t  i t  was p res tig ious  

among local p ub lic  health d ire c to rs  to be known as an innovator and 

th a t innovative  d ire c to rs  maintained a cen tra l p o s it io n  in  communi­

cation and opinion networks among pub lic  hea lth  p ro fess ionals . How­

ever, Becker concluded th a t i t  was innovation th a t  created the 

d ir e c to r ’ s p o s it io n  in th is  network, not the p os it io n  which d e te r ­

mined in n o v a t io n .^

In Mohr's analysis o f innovation, he concluded th at a f t e r  

the so lu tion  o f immediate problems the quest fo r  p res tige  ra th e r

than the quest fo r  o rg an iza tio n a l e ffec tiveness  or corporate p r o f i t
43motivated the adoption o f most new programs and technologies.

He re fe rre d  to  th is  as slack innovation. He in fe r re d  th a t slack

innovation in  Public Health departments would be innovation

motivated la r g e ly  by a des ire  fo r  p res tige  and professional s ta tus

on the p a rt  o f  the health o f f i c e r  and other hea lth  department s t a f f  
44members. Mohr also concluded th a t  large departments had a strong

tendency to adopt a v a r ie ty  o f  innovative programs as th is  brought

professional approval to i t s  s t a f f .

The v i s i b i l i t y  o f  the hea lth  d ire c to r  is  probably an im portant

fa c to r  in his upward m o b il i ty .  There are studies which have assessed
4 5

the importance o f  the v i s i b i l i t y  o f  a manager to  h is  career. I f
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innovation brings the d ir e c to r  professional p res tig e  and a t te n t io n ,  

i t  would c e r ta in ly  increase h is v i s i b i l i t y  to  others in  the pro­

fession. We would expect a d ire c to r  wishing to increase or maintain  

his p res tige  to consider th is  option . The clim ber would be anxious 

to maximize p res tig e  fo r  i t s  own sake but a lso  to increase the o ther  

goals he has. In a d d it io n  the climber w i l l  f in d  i t  ea s ie r  to inno­

vate because o f his professional contacts and inform ation sources.

The c lim ber, by hypothesis, has a g re a te r  commitment and 

investment in  pub lic  hea lth  than a d ir e c to r  who is  not a c lim ber.

I f  he has expended the e f f o r t  to get an advanced degree he w i l l  

want to get a re turn  on th is .  But by deciding to go in to  public  

health  a t  an e a r ly  point in his ca reer , the physician has incurred  

some opportun ity  costs; th a t  i s ,  he has foregone a possibly very 

lu c ra t iv e  career in  p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  and w i l l  want to make his 

investment pay. The clim ber w i l l  a lso be more apt to view h im self  

as a professional in the f i e l d  o f public  h e a lth . His o r ie n ta t io n  

w i l l  be toward other professionals and he w i l l  want to implement 

the goals o f  his profession and o f the people who are respected in  

his profession . These w i l l  be the persons fo r  whom i t  w i l l  be 

important to the d ire c to r  to make a good impression, th a t i s ,  to  

be thought o f  and viewed as a progressive d ir e c to r .

Some research in  managerial m o b il i ty  in  industry has emphasized 

the importance o f the v i s i b i l i t y  o f  the manager to his upward m o b il i ty .  

This may be a general phenomenon th a t app lies  to  most types o f managers 

or d ire c to rs  a t  a l l  but the very top le v e ls  o f  management. At any 

ra te ,  the people to whom the c lim b er 's  repu ta tio n  is  im portant, such
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as public  health o f f i c ia ls  in the s ta te  agencies, Schools o f  Public

Health, his colleagues in other departments, and federal agencies,

are concerned about the s w ift  adoption o f new techniques and programs
46in public health . Climbers can be expected to ac t as i f  they are

responding to the opinions and evaluations of th is  group.

The other hypothesis in th is  set w i l l  be discussed in

grea ter length a f te r  those in  the f i r s t  sets have been tes ted . The

hypothesis is  stated here also.

Hypothesis C-3: The degree o f  climber ambition o f the
d ire c to r  w i l l  be p o s it iv e ly  correlated  
with the innovation o f the health depart­
ment. The degree o f conserver ambition 
w i l l  be negative ly  corre la ted  w ith  the 
innovation o f the health department.

Research Design 

This section w i l l  describe the units o f  an a lys is , the data, 

and the methods of data c o l l -c t io n .  A d e ta ile d  description o f  the 

operational measures o f  each of the variables w i l l  be delayed u n ti l  

the chapters which describe the tes tin g  o f the hypotheses.

Data were co llec ted  on lo c a l— c i t y ,  county, and d i s t r i c t — 

health departments in Michigan. Budget data on the departments was 

gathered from Public Health Department records a t the State Depart­

ment o f Public Health in  Lansing. Population, revenue, and expendi­

ture data fo r  counties--the basic geographical units fo r  the depart­

ments' ju r is d ic t io n — were collected from the Local Government Budget 

Document o f the Department o f Treasury o f  the State o f Michigan.

The data were fo r the years 1968 through 1971. A two p art mail 

questionnaire was sent to each department in  the summer o f 1972.
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The f i r s t  p a rt o f the questionnaire  s o l ic i te d  data on program a c t i v i ­

t ie s  as w ell as recent expenditure and budget data o f  the departments. 

The second p art o f  the questionnaire  sought data from the d ire c to r  

of each department. Deputy d ire c to rs  were also  requested to  f i l l  

out and re tu rn  a copy o f  the second p a rt  o f  the questionnaire . Of 

49 questionnaires sent to departments, 40 were returned. T h ir ty -  

nine o f  the 46 d ire c to rs  and deputy d ire c to rs  returned the question­

na ires . However, two o f  these were not usable as not enough 

inform ation was included on them. I sought inform ation about the 

d ire c to rs '  employment experience, t r a in in g ,  tenure, s a t is fa c t io n  

w ith  present jo b , and des ire  fo r  o ther pos itions among o ther to p ics .  

Data on departments and d ire c to rs  were supplemented by S tate  Depart­

ment o f  Public Health records and p u b lic a t io n s . A ll data were c o l­

lec ted  during the spring , summer, and f a l l  o f  1972. Questionnaires  

were coded and the data keypunched during the f a l l  o f  1972.

The data set includes a l l  local pub lic  health  departments in  

existence in  Michigan during the years 1966-1972 in c lu s iv e . A 

subset o f  these which ex is ted  a t  the time o f the questionnaire  

m ailing  and the d ire c to rs  o f the departments is  the basic set o f  

elements upon which an a lys is  w i l l  proceed.

At the time the data were c o lle c te d  there were fo r ty -n in e  

public  health  departments in  Michigan, ranging in s ize  from seven 

to 293 and serving populations which varied  from 28,000 to  1 ,511 ,000 .  

Although there were th ree  c i t y  hea lth  departments, the basic j u r i s ­

d ic t io n a l  and governmental u n it  fo r  hea lth  departments is  the county. 

There are  83 counties in  Michigan and each, by law, must be served
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by a public health department, e i th e r  i t s  own or in association with  

one or more other counties in  a m ulti-county or d is t r i c t  health  

department. Each county there fore  contributes to the maintenance 

o f  a health department and receives the services o f one.

In  1972 there were three c i t y  health departments; other c i ty  

departments previously functioning had combined with the county 

departments o f the counties in  which the c i t ie s  were located. Several 

departments were m ulti-county un its . During the time covered by the 

ana lys is , the counties comprising these departments changed. In the 

coding of the data, each combination o f counties making up a depart­

ment is  uniquely id e n t i f ie d  as a d i f fe r e n t  department. Population  

sizes and other county data were combined fo r  each county in  the 

m ulti-county departments to make up the data fo r  those un its .

Analysis on the departments subsequently proceeded only on those 

departments which existed over the to ta l  time period o f  1966 to  

1972 and fo r  which questionnaires had been returned. This l e f t  a 

to ta l o f  36 departments fo r  ana lysis .

There are two measures o f  the major dependent va riab le  

innovation. Both o f these are based on the adoption of public  

health programs. I have defined innovation as— the degree to which 

an ind iv idual or organization is  r e la t iv e ly  e a r l i e r  to adopt a given 

p ractice  than other ind iv id u a ls  or organizations in  th e ir  or i t s  

social system. ^  The f i r s t  measure o f innovation is  based on the 

adoption times of four public  health programs. The second is  based 

on the adoption o f  nine public health  programs.
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The two previous pub lic  hea lth  studies discussed e a r l i e r

defined and o p e ra tio n a lize d  innovation d i f f e r e n t ly  than I  have.

My measure o f  innovation is  most s im ila r  to  one used by Jack 
48Walker. Walker based his measure on the time o f adoption o f a

number o f  pieces o f  le g is la t io n  by American s ta te  governments. The

per centage o f years th a t  had passed between the f i r s t  and most

recent adoptions a t the time th a t a p a r t ic u la r  s ta te  adopted a

piece o f  le g is la t io n  was used as an Innovation measure fo r  th a t

s ta te  fo r  th a t  type o f  le g is la t io n .  He did th is  fo r  each o f  a

large number o f  pieces o f  le g is la t io n  and the average fo r  the to ta l
49set was taken to give an innovation score fo r  each s ta te .

I asked the hea lth  departments to respond to  questions  

about two sets o f  programs. For the f i r s t  set I chose a number 

which I  had estab lished  were innovative  or a t  le a s t  new to Michigan 

and had received some advocacy by professional p ub lic  health  

o rg a n iza tio n s , the Michigan Department o f  Public  H e a lth , or both. 

The departments were asked to  rep o rt the d a te , to the nearest  

month, th a t  they had begun any a c t i v i t y  in the innovative  program 

area. The programs in the f i r s t  s e t ,  although they were new, had 

been in existence fo r  a few years. T h is , I  reasoned, was necessary 

to insure th a t each department could have had a chance to  adopt 

the programs. These s ix  programs were fa m ily  p lanning , drug abuse, 

alcoholism c o n tro l,  on s i t e  m u lt i-p h a s ic  screening, alcohol-highway  

s a fe ty ,  and migrant h ea lth .

The primary innovation measure was based on the time o f  

adoption o f four o f  the o r ig in a l  s iz  programs. Two o f  these were
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such th a t  they were not appropriate  fo r  the innovation index. The

number o f departments, moreover, to which they were re lev an t was

ra th e r  sm all. Rogers makes a good case fo r  ad jus ting  f o r  those
50practices  which do not apply to a group o f p o te n t ia l  adopters.

The two programs omitted were Migrant Health—many areas in  the 

sta te  do not have any migrant workers— and the Alcohol-Highway 

Safety Program. This l a t t e r  program was removed fo r  consideration  

because, although i t  is  innovative and is  re le v a n t fo r  a l l  d epart­

ments, those departments i n i t i a l l y  conducting the program (and a l l  

o f those conducting the program a t  the time o f the questionnaire )  

were e s p e c ia l ly  se lected by the Michigan Department o f  Public H ealth .  

Thus there  was a large fa c to r  in  the se lec tion  o f  departments to  

adopt the program which was not under the contro l o f  the local 

department.

The adoption times fo r  each program were scored so th a t they

ranged from 0 to 100. This has the advantage o f  weighting each
51program e q u a lly .  The score fo r  each program was added to obtain  

a to ta l  score fo r  each department. Since th is  index was based only  

on the time o f adoption, those departments adopting the program 

la s t  would rece ive the same score as a department not having adopted 

the program. So an ad d it io n a l weight was added fo r  the fa c t  th a t  

the program had been adopted by the department. The fo llow ing  

paragraphs give a d e ta i le d  d escrip tion  o f the c a lc u la t io n  o f  the 

primary innovation , or speed o f adoption, index.

For each o f  the fo u r programs, the number o f  years between 

the f i r s t  adoption and the la s t  adoption by a Michigan p ub lic  health
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department was determined. Then one minus the per cent o f years 

in to  th is  period th a t a department adopted the program was calculated  

fo r  each department. This was m u lt ip lie d  by 100 {to give the score 

1n whole numbers). Then 10 was added to each score fo r  those 

departments which had adopted the program. By way o f  an example: 

i f  the f i r s t  department to adopt a fam ily  planning program did so 

in  1966 and the la s t  department did so in  1972, the time span fo r  

adoption would be six  years. Then i f  department number f i f te e n  

adopted the program in 1968 or two years in to  th is  period, i t s  

innovation score fo r  th a t program would be 1 -  ( 2 /6 )x {100) = 1 -  

.3333 (100) = 66.67. The f i r s t  department to adopt the program

would get 1 -  (0 .6 )  (100) = 1 (100) -  100 and the la s t  adopter wouldA
get 1 -  (6 /6 )  (100) = 0. Those departments which had not adopted

the program would also get a score o f  0. To d is tinguish  the la s t  

department adopting each program from those not having adopted the 

program, and to give more weight to adoption i t s e l f ,  10 was added 

to the department's index fo r  each adoption. Department number 

f i f t e e n  would then get a score o f  66.67 + 10 = 76.67 fo r  th is  program. 

I f  a department had not adopted the program but was in the process

o f planning fo r  the adoption, 5 was added to the department's score.

The departments were asked to report the time o f  adoption 

to the nearest month so fra c tio n a l parts o f a year were also involved 

in  the computation. However, I used only even years fo r  s im p lic ity

in th is  example. A score fo r  each o f the four programs was computed

fo r  each department and then the scores fo r  the four programs were 

added to form the index fo r  the primary Innovation measure. The



range o f  th is  Index was 5 .0  to  308.05. A department could accumulate 

from 0 . 0  to  1 1 0  po ints fo r  each o f  the major programs making the 

possible range o f  the primary innovation score— speed o f  adoption— 

0 .0  to  440. A discussion by Rogers shows th a t  although computing 

an innovation measure by sunmlng the number o f  adoptions only is  

c lo s e ly  co rre la te d  to  time o f  adoption, ind ices based on time o f
I

adoption are much more s e n s it iv e  and can be based on fewer p ra c tic e s .

By scoring the programs from zero to 110, each is weighted

the same and the length o f time covered by the adoption periods , i f
53d i f f e r e n t ,  does not weight one program more than another. A 

second measure o f  innovation was based on the responses to the 

second set o f  programs. (See Appendix A fo r  these programs.) This  

set o f  programs consisted o f nine programs which were very new to  

the f i e l d  o f  pub lic  h e a lth , a t  le a s t  in Michigan, although each 

program had been adopted by a t  le a s t  one department. The secondary 

measure o f  innovation was based on whether the department had adopted 

each program or not and the score on th is  index was simply the number 

o f  programs adopted by the department. This index was c o rre la te d  

( r  = .40 )  w ith  the primary innovation measure.

A l l  o f  the programs in the second set were much more recent  

developments than those in the f i r s t  s e t .  These programs were some 

o f  the newer and c u rre n t ly  more popular programs in public  hea lth  

a t  th a t  time. In order to  conclude th a t  the d ir e c to r  had some 

in fluence on the adoption o f  programs by the department, i t  was 

necessary to choose programs which were adopted during the tenure  

o f  the hea lth  department d ir e c to r .  So these very la te  programs were
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chosen. I f  the departments fo r  ana lys is  were l im ite d  to those whose

d ire c to rs  had been in th e i r  p os it io ns  during the e n t i r e  time covered

by the study, th a t  would have s u b s ta n t ia l ly  reduced the number o f

departments. There are a d d it io n a l advantages in  using two innovation

measures. I t  is  useful to know the extent to which each of these

measures tap innovation and the c o rre la tio n s  o f  the independent

variab les  to each o f  the measures. The secondary measure s t i l l

adheres to the conceptual d e f in i t io n  o f adoption in  th a t those e a r ly
54adopters o f the new programs w i l l  be the ones who are innovative.

There fo re , the analysis  which deals w ith  the departmental 

c h a ra c te r is t ic s ,  w ithout inc lud ing  the d ire c to r  v a r ia b le s ,  uses both 

measures o f innovation as dependent variab les  although the speed o f  

adoption measure is  considered to be the major index o f  innovation. 

This provides an a id  to assessing v a l id i t y  a lso . In the f in a l  

sections which assess the e f f e c t  o f  the d ire c to r  on innovation, the 

secondary innovation measure only is  used so th a t  the g reatest number 

possible o f  the departments would be included in  the ana lys is .

I imply in  the study th a t  d ire c to rs  w ith  c e r ta in  ch arac ter­

is t ic s  w i l l  be a t tra c te d  to innovative  departments. So one of the  

hypotheses is th a t  d ire c to rs  w ith  r.hese c h a ra c te r is t ic s  are more 

l i k e ly  to be found in  innovative  departments. We would expect a 

c o rre la t io n  regardless o f when the d ire c to r  a r r iv e d  in the depart­

ment. That i s ,  i f  climbers are  a t t ra c te d  to inn ovative  departments 

and they also In fluence departments to be in n o v a tiv e ,  then there  

should be a c o rre la t io n  between the in d ic a to r  o f  ambition and the 

measure o f innovation regardless o f  when the d ir e c to r  a rr ive d  a t
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the department. But the argument goes on to cla im  th a t  th is  type 

o f  d ire c to r  also  helps to  cause the department to be In n o v a tiv e .  

Hence I want to assess the evidence in  support o f  the contention  

th a t  the d ire c to r  is  an Important fa c to r  in  the innovativeness o f  

the department. While i t  does not prove causation, i t  is  necessary 

to show th a t  the d ir e c to r  was in  the department a t  the time the  

Innovative  programs were adopted.

Background and some a t t i t u d in a l  data were c o lle c te d  from 

the then curren t d ire c to rs  o f  the loca l health  departments. I was 

p r im a r i ly  in te re s te d  in  t h e i r  employment h is to ry ,  ex ten t o f  pub lic  

health  t ra in in g  and experience, des ire  fo r  p ub lic  health  pos itions  

o ther than the one they c u rre n t ly  held and personal and profess ional  

goals dealing w ith  p ub lic  h ea lth . The respondents were asked to  

rank order a number o f p ub lic  health  positions in  terms o f  t h e i r  

preference fo r  them. T h is , I  reasoned, would give me a measure o f  

the d ire c to rs '  expressed am bitions. The d ire c to rs  were a lso  asked 

i f  they p re fe rred  another p o s it io n  to the one they c u rre n t ly  held  

and were asked how content they were to remain in  th e i r  present 

p o s it io n  u n t i l  re t ire m e n t. Age was a lso  determined. Although the  

re tu rn  ra te  o f  the questionnaires was h igh , i t  was not t o t a l .  In  

many cases, questionnaire  data was supplemented by records o f  the 

S ta te  Department o f  Public  H ealth .

The to ta l  number o f  personnel and the number employed in  

each s p e c ia l iz a t io n  were a lso  determined from summary s t a t is t i c s  

and records compiled by the Bureau o f  Local Health A d m in is tra tio n .
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The o p e ra t io n a l iz a t io n  o f  va riab les  and other s p e c if ic s  o f  the data 

w i l l  be discussed as needed 1n the next two chapters as I  present 

the te s t in g  o f  the hypotheses.

The previous discussion has la id  out the elements o f  a 

theory o r model o f  o rg an iza tio n a l Innovation as i t  app lies to local 

Public Health Departments. Schem atically the elements and the 

in fluences among them may be connected as shown in  Figure 2 -1 .

C

D ire c to r  Ambitions

InnovationO rganizational
Variab les

D ire c to r  Background 
Variab les

B

Figure 2 - 1 . — D ire c tio n  o f In fluence Among Elements o f a Model o f  
Innovation.

In the and lysis  I  w i l l  be concerned w ith  te s t in g  the hypotheses 

which e s ta b lis h  the l in k s  between these sets o f  fa c to rs .  The f i r s t  

section o f analys is  w i l l  t r e a t  the l in k  A— D, between o rg an iza tio n a l
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fac to rs  and Innovation. The second section w i l l  attempt to es tab lis h  

the l in k  B— C and te s t  a number o f  ambition hypotheses drawn from 

ambition theory , Ins ide  Bureaucracy, and the theory o u tl in e d  e a r l i e r .

I  w i l l  in v e s t ig a te ,  in  th is  section o f  the a n a ly s is , the co rre la tes  

o f  am bition.

A th ir d  step w i l l  be to  te s t  hypotheses l in k in g  C—A, C— 0,  

and B— D by b iv a r ia te  hypotheses. This w i l l  be fo llowed by m u lt i ­

v a r ia te  analysis  dealing w ith  the l in k s  among A, B, C, and D con­

c u rre n t ly .  One o f the purposes o f the study is  to determine how 

ambition in fluences innovation and some th re e -v a r ia b le  models w i l l  

be presented in  th a t  section . A f in a l  section w i l l  include the 

d ir e c to r 's  background c h a ra c te r is t ic s  in  a fo u r -v a r ia b le  model which 

w i l l  involve l in k s  among the parts  o f  the model in  Figure 2 -1 .

I  suggest th a t  the o rg an iza tio n a l fac tors  w i l l  be re la te d  

to  innovation regardless o f  the type o f d ire c to r .  So an a lys is  begins 

with these fa c to rs .  However, the leadership o f the d ir e c to r  o f  the 

o rg a n iza tio n , the pub lic  health  department, w i l l  be im portant fo r  

innovation in  the department. I t  is  here th a t  the ambition theory  

aspects o f  Downs, Schlesinger and others are im portant. I suggest 

which types o f d ire c to rs  we may expect to be more in n o v a tiv e , how 

these d ire c to rs  may be id e n t i f ie d ,  and in which types o f  departments 

they may be found.

I f  i t  turns out th a t departments w ith  g re a te r  resources are  

innovative  regardless o f  the type o f  d ir e c to r ,  th is  suggests th a t  

the d ir e c to r  v a r ia b le s  w i l l  have more e f f e c t  on innovation a t  d i f f e r e n t
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values o f  the department v a r ia b le s .  This hypothesis w i l l  be tested  

in  the f in a l  two sections o f  an a lys is .

To r e i t e r a t e ,  the major purposes o f  the study are to  account 

fo r  variance In  innovation and to te s t  a general theory taken from 

Anthony Downs Inside Bureaucracy and ambition theory in e le c t iv e  

p o l i t ic s .
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CHAPTER I I I

HYPOTHESIS TESTING: DEPARTMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS,

DIRECTOR'S BACKGROUND AND DIRECTOR'S AMBITION

The te s t in g  o f  the f i r s t  two sets o f  hypotheses are discussed 

in  th is  chapter. The departmental c o rre la te s  o f  innovation are 

in v es tig a te d  and the hypotheses r e la t in g  the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  the 

d ire c to r  to  h is ambitions are tes ted . M u lt ip le  regression and cor­

re la t io n  ana lys is  are performed using the v a r ia b le s  in  th is  s e t  o f  

hypotheses.

Health Department C h a ra c te r is t ic s  and Innovation

The f i r s t  se t o f  hypotheses to be tested  is set A which 

re la te s  the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f the hea lth  department to  the measures 

o f innovation. The hypotheses in  se t A are re -s ta te d  in  summary 

form here:

Hypothesis A - l :  The le v e l o f  resources w i l l  be p o s it iv e ly
c o rre la te d  w ith  innovation in  local public  
health  departments.

Hypothesis A-2: The s ize  o f  the department w i l l  be p o s it iv e ly
co rre la te d  w ith  innovation in  pub lic  health  
departments.

Hypothesis A-3: The number o f  occupational s p e c ia l t ie s  w i l l
be p o s it iv e ly  co rre la te d  w ith  innovation  
in  p ub lic  h ea lth  departments.

Hypothesis A-4: The degree o f  p ro fe s s io n a liz a t io n  o f  the
department w i l l  be p o s it iv e ly  c o rre la te d  
with innovation  in  pub lic  hea lth  departments.
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Hypothesis A -5: The s ize  o f  the population served w i l l  be
p o s it iv e ly  corre la ted  w ith  the innovation  
o f  the public  health  department.

Hypothesis A -6 : The change in  resources w i l l  be p o s it iv e ly
corre la ted  with Innovation in public  health  
departments.

Hypothesis A-7: The change in  s ize  w i l l  be p o s it iv e ly
corre la ted  with innovation in public health  
departments.

Hypothesis A-8 : The change in  population served w i l l  be
re la ted  to the innovation o f  public health  
departments.

The f i r s t  hypothesis re la te s  resources to innovation.

Resources re fers  to monetary resources; personnel a re , o f  course, 

organizational resources also but are treated  separate ly . My 

in d ica to r  o f resources was the to ta l  budget fo r  the department fo r  

the years 1968 and 1971. Although the f ig u re  fo r  1968 is the primary 

in d ica to r  o f resources, as well as fo r  the other independent 

variab les in  th is  s e t ,  I use and report the resu lts  fo r  the figures  

from 1971 also. This 1968 budget f igu re  should be a good in d ic a to r  

of monetary resources a v a ilab le  to the department. 1 I  also had 

wanted to use a f ig u re  fo r  the e a r ly  years o f the time period under 

analysis . Budgets fo r  government agencies o f any type are usually  

highly corre la ted  over time so the budget fo r  1968 should be a good 

in d ica to r  o f the budget fo r  other years in  the analysis . To check 

th is ,  I corre la ted  the figures fo r  to ta l budget fo r  the years 1967 

through 1971 with each other. The lowest o f these co rre la tio ns  

was r= .93 . A ll other corre la tio ns  exceeded th is .  The highest 

c o rre la tio n  was r= .98  fo r  the budgets o f 1970 w ith  1971. I  also  

examined the c o rre la tio n  o f  innovation with some a lte rn a t iv e  ind icators
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of resources such as the local appropriation from the county or 

c i ty  to the health department, the to ta l  county revenue, the State  

Equalized Evaluation o f  the property in  the ju r is d ic t io n  o f  the 

health department, and some per capita resource ind ica to rs .

Although the major independent variables were corre la ted  

with innovation fo r  each year that they were a v a i la b le ,  these figures  

fo r  the two years 1968 and 1971 w i l l  be reported here. I  wanted to 

use a year ea rly  in  the time period covered by the analysis and a

la t e r  one. Size o f the department, s p e c ia l t ie s ,  and profession­

a l iz a t io n  Ind icators fo r  1968 were used as th is  was the f i r s t  year  

th a t they were a v a i la b le .  The document from which these figures  

were taken was not prepared by the S tate  Department o f  Public  

Health u n t i l  1968 and then was done on a ye ar ly  basis. So 1968 

was the f i r s t  year fo r  which these f ig u re s  were made av a ila b le  

in  summary form by the S tate  Department o f  Public Health.

Although budget and population figures were a v a ila b le  fo r  1967, 

size  figures were not, so to be consistent with the years o f the 

ind icators 1968 was chosen as the e a r ly  year fo r  ana lys is . 1971 

was used ra ther than 1972 as there was a more complete set o f  data 

fo r  1971 than fo r  1972. Not a l l  of the budget, population, or 

departmental personnel figures fo r  1972 had been made a v a ila b le  by 

the sta te  when analysis was begun.

The figures fo r  two d if fe re n t  years were analyzed to note

any d ifferences in the e ffe c ts  o f independent variab les on inno­

vation as well as to note the changes in the independent variab les  

themselves. I th ink th a t by reporting figures  fo r  two points in
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time greater v a l id i t y  is  provided to the re lationsh ips which are 

found and to the study as a whole. I t  was also desirab le  to use 

a la te r  f ig u re  when the analysis was completed using the d ire c to r  

variables with the departmental variab les .

The independent variables o f  resources* s iz e ,  and population  

served do not need any fu rth e r  explanation. The c o rre la tio n  o f the 

a lte rn a t iv e  Ind icators  o f  resources with innovation w i l l  be reported  

in  a la te r  paragraph. However, the major measure o f  resources 

a v a ilab le  to the department is the to ta l  budget, from a l l  sources 

fo r  the year ind ica ted , e ith e r  1968 or 1971.

The local appropriation is  not an adequate measure o f  

resources as i t  does not include a l l  o f  the funds a v a ila b le  to the 

health department. There are s ta te  and federal formula funds as 

well as possible s ta te  and federal grants. The local appropriation  

makes up the major share o f the money ava ilab le  to most local health  

departments in Michigan, however, and should be found to be re la ted  

to innovation, although not as strongly as the to ta l  resources.

The to ta l appropriation fo r  the la rg e r  departments w i l l  undoubtedly 

be larger and w i l l  contribute to the departments1 to ta l  resources. 

The same reasons th a t enable a department to be innovative may also 

cause 1 t  to have a large local appropria tion , i . e . ,  large population  

and s ize . However, one way th a t innovation can be funded is by 

seeking out s ta te  and federal grants. These, o f course, w i l l  not 

be re f le c te d  in  the local appropriation.

Size is  the to ta l  number o f employees of the health depart­

ment. Population is  the to ta l population o f  the ju r is d ic t io n  o f
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the hea lth  department. More e la b o ra tio n  o f  the measures o f  s p e c ia l­

t ie s  and p ro fe s s io n a liz a t io n  is  necessary. I have discussed two 

aspects o f  the occupational make-up o f  the department besides I t s  

s iz e :  occupational d iv e r s i ty  or d i f f e r e n t ia t io n  and p ro fe s s io n a li­

z a t io n . By d iv e r s i ty  I mean the number o f  d i f f e r e n t  occupational 

categories in  which a t  le a s t  one person was employed. I r e fe r  to  

th is  v a r ia b le  as occupational s p e c ia l t ie s  o r ,  s im ply, s p e c ia l t ie s .

The State  Department o f  Public Health  summarizes and publishes th is  

inform ation each y e a r ,  since 1968, so the in form ation  was taken from 

th e i r  figures  as they had categorized them.

P ro fe s s io n a liza t io n  re fe rs  to two things (1 )  the number o f  

employment categories which can be assumed to represent a profes­

sional a f f i l i a t i o n .  For th is  in d ic a to r ,  I took the number o f  

employment categories  fo r  which t r a in in g  beyond the B.A. or B.S. 

degree was required and in  which a t  le a s t  one person was employed. 

This would, I hoped, be an in d ic a to r  o f  the number o f  professional 

associations to which the department maintained a f f i l i a t i o n .  I t  

would a t  le a s t  be an in d ic a to r  o f  the number o f  professional s p e c ia l­

t ie s  which were represented in  the department. (2 )  P ro fe s s io n a li­

zation  also re fe rs  to the number o f  persons in the department who 

may be expected to be a f f i l i a t e d  w ith  a professional o rgan ization  

concerned w ith  pu b lic  hea lth  m atters . To obta in  th is  measure I 

took the number o f  persons in the p ro fess ional categories  and 

to ta le d  them fo r  each department.

Table 3-1 presents the simple c o rre la t io n s  o f the set of 

independent v a r ia b le s  w ith  the two measures o f innovation . A ll
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TABLE 3 -1 .— Simple Correlations Between Independent Departmental 
Variables and Innovation fo r  1968 and 1971.a

2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Resources ( 1 ) .96
.97

.92

.97
. 8 6
.81

.83

.95
.92
.95

.49

.35 ■52h.19b

Size ( 2 ) .92
.96

.84

.84
.82
.83

.98

.96
.51
.43

.45

.39

Population (3) .76
.70

.77

.76
.94
.98

.40

.41
.24
.25

Number o f S pec ia lt ies (4) .85
.82

.77

.80
.33
.41

.52

.44

Number o f Professional 
Special t ies

(5 ) .80
.82

.49

.55
.50
.29

Number o f  Professional 
Employees

( 6 ) .51
.45

.41

.36

Speed o f Adoption 
(primary innovation)

(7) .40

Adoption
(secondary innovation)

(8 )

aThe f i r s t  row of double f igures  is fo r  1968, the second fo r
1971.

Subsequent analysis showed th a t a c u rv i l in e a r  re la tionsh ip  
existed between resources 1971 and the adoption measure o f innovation. 
The resource v a r ia b le  was transformed to resources = Log 10 (resources 
1971). The c o rre la t io n  of the transformed variab le  w ith innovation  
was r  = .42 and r  = .32 fo r  speed fo r  adoption and adoption respec­
t iv e ly .  The use o f  th is  transformed variab le  is  discussed a t  length  
in  Chapter IV.
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of the c o rre la t io n s  are in  the p red icted  d ir e c t io n ,  although some 

are c e r ta in ly  la rg e r  than o thers . The f i r s t  l in e  o f  the double 

row o f  f ig u re s  is fo r  1968 and the second l in e  o f  each row is fo r  

1971. Population is  not very s tron g ly  co rre la te d  w ith  the adoption  

measure o f innovation nor is  resources fo r  1971 c o rre la te d  very 

strong ly  w ith  adoption. Subsequent analysis  on resources 1971 using 

a transform ation showed th a t  th is  v a r ia b le  was c o rre la te d  as s trong ly  

w ith  Innovation as the resource measure fo r  1968. I conclude,
3

though, th a t  there is  support fo r  hypotheses A -l through A-5.

Note th a t the independent va r ia b les  are h igh ly  i n t e r ­

c o rre la te d . This makes i t  extrem ely d i f f i c u l t  to assess the unique 

e f fe c ts  o f  these va r ia b les  on innovation. Social science data
4

ty p ic a l ly  s u f fe r  from th is  problem. However, the m ulti -  

c o l l in e a r i t y  is seldom as high as i t  is  here. While th is  problem 

can be minimized by employing only those variab les  f o r  which th is  

co v aria t io n  is  le a s t ,  th is  may c o n f l ic t  w ith  o ther c r i t e r i a  o f  the 

research, such as se lec tin g  the best operational in d ica to rs  o f  the 

th e o re t ic a l  concepts. Analysis w i l l  continue in th is  section  on

th is  set o f  v a r ia b le s . In  a l a t e r  section many o f  them w i l l  be 

omitted due to th is  m u l t i - c o l1 i n e a r i t y .

I also found th a t  the s ize  o f the lo ca l appro pria tio n  to  

the health  department was re la te d  to  both innovation measures.

Among the in d ica to rs  o f  resources, i t  seems th a t  the absolute s ize  

o f the department's budget is  a s trong, and perhaps the most 

im portant, p re d ic to r  o f  innovation .
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Total county revenue fo r  the county o r  d i s t r i c t  was also  used 

as an in d ic a to r  o f  resources a v a i la b le  to  the department. The cor­

re la t io n  here was not very strong but in  the d ire c t io n  pred ic ted  by 

the hypothesis . 6  T h is , however, is  only an in d ic a to r  o f  a possible  

pool o f  resources fo r  most county func tio ns . The hea lth  department 

has to  compete fo r  a share o f  these funds w ith  o ther departments 

and agencies. I t  seems th a t  the resources o f the department are 

more important fo r  innovation to take p lace than are the resources 

o f the ju r is d ic t io n  o f  the health  department. This may in d ic a te  a 

w ill in gness  o f the departmental d ir e c to r  to seek resources and to 

use them to innovate.

Given the high in te r -c o r r e la t io n s  among the independent 

v a r ia b le s ,  i t  seemed th a t  a number o f  them may have been measuring 

the same th in g . E m p ir ic a lly  th is  may be so although 1 have argued 

th a t  each o f the independent va r ia b les  should have a separate e f fe c t  

on innovation. However, many o f  these va ria b le s  are e i th e r  a re s u lt  

o f or a cause o f  the s ize  o f  the department. For example, i t  is  

only the large departments which have la rg e  amounts o f  resources. 

Likewise i t  is  the la rg e r  departments which have a g re a te r  number 

o f professional s p e c ia l t ie s  and professional employees. I probably  

have selected  the mechanisms by which resources and s ize  lead to  

innovation. Resources themselves do not lead necessarily  to inno­

vation  but la rg e r  amounts o f  resources a llow  the department to h ire  

s p e c ia l is ts  which w i l l  lead to innovation. Some attem pt was made 

to p a r t ia l  out the e f fe c ts  o f  s ize  and resources on the c o rre la t io n s  

o f the o ther va riab les  w ith  innovation.
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I attempted to determine 1 f  the e f fe c ts  o f any o f the organi­

zational variab les on innovation could e s s e n tia lly  be determined by 

the others. The p a r t ia l  r  between population and innovation with  

resources p a r t ia l  led out was r  = - .1 5 .^  This c o rre la tio n  is  f a i r l y  

small but ind icates some independent e f fe c t  o f  population on inno­

vation. The negative p a r t ia l  could mean th a t  the la rg e r  populations 

prevent innovation unless they are accompanied by more resources, 

which they usually are. Over the long run i t  is probable th at  

population increases lead to increased resources which in  turn  

makes innovation more l i k e ly .  Much of the c o rre la tio n  between 

population and innovation can be accounted fo r  by resources, however.

The co rre la tio n  between resources and innovation is not 

merely due to th e ir  separate co rre la tio n s  with population. Con­

t r o l l in g  fo r  population 1968 l e f t  a p a r t ia l  o f r  = .33 w ith primary

Innovation. I t  is apparent th a t resources by i t s e l f ,  is  a more 

important p red ic to r o f innovation than is population. One may 

argue th a t population is p r im a rily  important in  th a t i t  is  corre-
Q

lated  w ith  resources.

One way of looking a t  the e f fe c t  o f population is  by the 

use of a three va ria b le  path diagram or causal model. There is a

problem here due to the high m u l t i - c o l l in e a r i ty  o f the two inde­

pendent variab les but since I am not re a l ly  genera liz ing  to a
g

la rger population from a sample the problems are not as d e b i l i t a t in g .

The question is whether population has a d ire c t  e f fe c t  on 

innovation or whether the e ffe c ts  o f  population are only through 

resources. That is ,  population may only e f fe c t  innovation in th at



88

higher population leads to higher resources which leads to more 

Innovation. I assume th a t population Is  p r io r  1n time to depart­

mental resources as measured by to ta l  budget; th a t  1 s * level o f  

resources has no e f fe c t  on population. The two proposed models and 

the expected co rre la tio ns  are shown 1n Figure 1. I f  the co rre la tio n  

between resources and innovation were spurious, I . e . ,  due to popu­

la t io n s ' c o rre la tio n  with resources and innovation, then co n tro ll in g  

fo r  population would cause the p a r t ia l  between resources and Inno­

vation to drop to zero. I t  Is  reduced but is  s t i l l  f a i r l y  large.

The conclusion here is  that a p a r t ia l ly  spurious re la tio n sh ip  ex is ts  

but one which contains a substantia l d ire c t  in fluence o f  resources 

on Innovation.

The resu lt in g  p a r t ia l  co rre la tio ns  support a model in which 

population has some d ire c t  e f fe c t  on innovation and in which a 

substantial amount o f the e f fe c t  o f  population is  due to increased 

resources which accompany large populations. See Figure 2 fo r  an 

i l lu s t r a t io n  o f th is  model. However, i f  resources are co n tro lled ,  

population has a negative e f fe c t  on innovation. That is ,  w ith an 

increase 1n population, i f  resources are c o n tro lle d , innovation is  

dampened. This makes sense as i t  means that e x is t in g  resources 

are spread out over a larger population.

The p a r t ia l  corre la tions generally  ind icate  th a t s p e c ia lt ie s ,  

fo r  1968, does not necessarily lead to more innovation unless i t  is  

accompanied by a s u f f ic ie n t  number o f  personnel and resources. The 

p a r t ia ls  between s p e c ia lt ie s  and innovation when resources and size  

were contro lled  were a l l  negative. C ontro lling  fo r  s ize and resources
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Figure 3 - 2 .— Path Diagram Supported by Actual P a r t ia l  Correlations  
fo r  1968.
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fo r  1968, I f in d  th a t the p a r t ia l  between primary innovation and the 

number o f employees In  the professional categories is  r  *> .18 ,  

Ind ica ting  th a t  th is  variab le  has a t  leas t some s l ig h t  e f fe c t  upon 

innovation Independent o f  s ize  and resources.

M u lt iv a r ia te  Analysis o f Department Variables

M u lt ip le  regression and c o rre la tio n  were also used to 

analyze th is  set o f  data. Step-wise regression was done fo r  the 

independent variab les fo r  both years, 1968 and 1971 fo r  both 

measures o f innovation . 1 0  A l l  six variab les were i n i t i a l l y  entered  

in a m u lt ip le  regression equation. The m u lt ip le  R fo r  the six  

variab les  with the primary innovation measure, speed of adoption, 

was R *  .69 fo r  1968 and R = .70 fo r  1971. For secondary innovation  

measure, adoption, these same variab les  resulted  in R = .83 fo r  1968 

and R = .87 fo r  1971. As much as 49% of the variance in primary 

innovation and as much as 76% o f  the variance in  secondary innovation  

were accounted fo r  by th is  set o f variab les (see Table 3 -2 ) .

The step-wise regression procedure was also run to pick the 

best combination o f predictors o f  innovation. Since the independent 

variables were so highly c o rre la te d , some o f them did not contribute  

much to the to ta l  explained variance in  the m u lt ip le  regression  

routine.^ ^

The changes in  s iz e ,  resources, and population w ith  inno­

vation were also analyzed with simple and m u lt ip le  co rre la tio n  

routines. I  have argued th a t increases may be used to innovate or 

in d ica te  extra  resources a v a ila b le  fo r  innovation but also th a t



TABLE 3-2,--Step-Wise Multiple Regression Analysis of Departmental Variables for 1968 and 1971
with Innovation.

Variables r R2 b /  S.E, beta Year Innovation

Professional employees 

Population

.41

.40

-494/474

-2.35/1.11

-1.07 

- .02

1968 Speed of 
adoption

Professional categories .49 2651/1130 .72

Specialties .33 -1954/747 -1.07

Size .51 .48 829/371 2.73

A ll variables3 ,49

F = 4.94; N = 36

Professional categories .55 .076/.10 .16 1968 Adoption

Population .24 -.001/.0002 -1.89

Resources .52 .001/.0003 1.41

Professional employees .41 .68 .092/.043 .77

A ll variables3 .69

F = 14.7; N = 36



TABLE 3-2.--Continued.

Variables r R2 b /  S.E. beta Year Innovation

Professional categories 

Resources

.55

.35

3607/962 

-0.66/.22

.89

-1.81

1971 Speed of 
adoption

Population .41 .46 4.02/1.50 1.49

A ll variables3 .49

F = 8.32; N = 36

Specialties .44 .076/.098 .137 1971 Adoption

Resources .19 -.0003/.0001 -3.112

Size .39 .74 .179/.024 3.29

A ll variables3 .76

F = 27.18; N * 36

30ther independent variables were not brought into the equation by the step-wise regression
routine.
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Innovation Is  a possib le  s tra teg y  used by the d ir e c to r  to obta in  a 
12la rg e r  budget. Changes in the s iz e  o f  the department may in d ic a te

th a t  new services are being added and may provide fo r  a d d it io n a l

personnel so th a t  new services can be planned.

A large change in population over a short period o f  time

may be re la te d  to a lower leve l o f  innovation , e s p e c ia l ly  i f  the

o ther fac to rs  do not change comparably. That i s ,  w ith  a sudden

increase in population to be served w ithout an accompanying increase

in resources and personnel means th a t  the e x is t in g  resources and
13personnel must be stretched to handle these needs. While large  

population in  i t s e l f  is  associated w ith  more innovation , a large  

upward change in population w i l l  probably be associated w ith  less  

innovation. However, a steady average increase in population over 

a longer period may very well be associated w ith  more innovation.

The c o rre la tio n s  support the f i r s t  p a r t  o f  th is  contention (see 

Table 5 ) .  The change in population from 1968 to 1971 is  n eg a tive ly  

co rre la te d  with innovation , although the c o rre la t io n  w ith  secondary 

innovation is q u ite  weak. A l l  o f  the c o rre la t io n s  f o r  the change 

scores were in the expected d ir e c t io n ,  although they were not very  

strong. However, the m u lt ip le  c o rre la t io n s  o f  the change v a ria b les  

w ith  innovation is  q u ite  high. M u lt ip le  R fo r  change in  resources,

s iz e ,  and population with primary innovation was R = .75 ;  m u lt ip le
2

R ■ .57 . For the secondary innovation measure, m u lt ip le  R = .37  

and R2  = .14  (see Table 3 -3 ) .

A number o f  in te rp re ta t io n s  can be given here. One is  th a t  

the d ire c to r  and h is  deputies are very a c t iv e  in  seeking out resources



TABLE 3-3.--Step-Wise Multiple Regression Analysis of Changes in Selected Departmental Variables
with Innovation.

Variables r R2a b / S.E. beta Innovation

Change in resources .31 .09 3.88/.78 1.31 Speed of 
adoption

Change in size .21 .10 -158/112 - .29

Change in population 

F = 12.15; N = 33

-.22 .57 -36/6.5 -1.03

Change in popularion .21 .04 -.004/.002 - .46 Adoption

Change in resources 

F = 2.33; N = 33

.19 . 14b .0004/.0002 .55

aR2 is cumulative as variables are added. 

bChange in size was not brought into the equation.
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and 1 n innovating 1 n those departments in which the resource change 

was la rg e s t .  Innovation could be a s tra te g y  by the d ire c to rs  to  

obta in  g re a te r  resources. Or resources may be obtained in  order  

to Innovate.

Summary o f F i r s t  Part o f  Chapter I I I

The hypotheses concerning the re la t io n s h ip s  o f  the o rgan i­

za t io n a l fac tors  to innovation were a l l  supported. The re la t io n s h ip  

o f  the to ta l  budget fo r  1971 w ith  the adoption measure o f innovation  

was ra th e r  low though. A dditional ana lys is  w ith  resources fo r  1970 

showed th is  l a t t e r  v a r ia b le  to  be as h ig h ly  co rre la te d  w ith  adoption 

as the o ther departmental v a r ia b le s .  Analysis also  showed th a t  the 

re la t io n s h ip  between resources 1971 and adoption was c u r v i l in e a r  

and th is  v a r ia b le  was transformed w ith  a log arithm ic  fu n c t io n . This 

transformed v a r ia b le  showed about the same c o rre la t io n  w ith  adoption  

as did resources fo r  1968.

M u l t i - c o l l in e a r i t y  was so high among the independent v a ria b les  

th a t  some o f  them can be considered to be measuring the same thing  

and are  e m p ir ic a l ly  almost eq u iva len t.

Previous research shows th a t s ize  and resources are q u ite  

h ig h ly  co rre la te d  with innovation in  o rg an iza tions . Perhaps what 

I have done here is to  show how these two fac to rs  account fo r  inno­

va tion . Larger, r ic h e r  o rgan iza tions can and are l ik e ly  to h ire  

more s p e c ia l is ts  and pro fess ionals  who can then suggest innovations  

to the department. S ize i t s e l f  is  g re a t ly  dependent upon the monetary 

resources o f  the department. So in a way resources is  perhaps the
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single best Ind ica to r o f  the complex o f  factors  which determine 

innovation in  organizations. However, money i t s e l f  does not 

necessarily  lead to greater innovation. I t  is  when th is  money 

is  used to obtain appropriate personnel th a t the department 

becomes innovative.

The population o f  the community served by the health  

department is  re la ted  to innovation but were i t  not fo r  the greater  

resources and larger s ize  which accompanies population th is  fa c to r  

would apparantly be a b a rr ie r  to innovation. Likewise, i f  a 

department invests i t s  resources in an ongoing a c t i v i t y ,  perhaps 

to serve a rap id ly  growing population, s ize  and resources w i l l  

not be strongly co rre la ted  with innovation.

As growth in population is  accompanied by comparable in ­

creases in  resources and s ize , we would expect increases in popu­

la t io n  to be followed by new programs, i . e . ,  innovation. However, 

large or quick changes in  population may be a b a r r ie r  to innovation  

in th a t  ex is ting  resources must be devoted to serving more people 

on even increases in  resources must be channeled in to  meeting 

t ra d i t io n a l  needs o f  ongoing programs fo r  la rg e r populations. This 

would dampen e f fo r ts  a t  innovation unless the la rg e r population  

presented a severe need fo r  a new program.

The resu lts  showed that with the changes in resources 

co n tro lled , the change in  population was negatively corre la ted  with  

innovation, r  = - .6 9  fo r  speed o f adoption and r  = - .3 2  fo r  adoption.
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Director Ambition

Downs, Schlesinger, and others make a number o f predictions  

and hypotheses about the a t t i tu d e s ,  asp irations and behavior o f  

ind iv idua ls  based on t h e i r  goals. The purpose In  the following  

sections is  to te s t  some o f these hypotheses and to incorporate  

them in to  the present study of organizational innovation. In th is  

chapter and the next I w i l l  (1 ) te s t  some of the hypotheses from 

Inside Bureaucracy and ambition theory which support the schema 

which I  have o u tlin e d ; and (2) use the theory to ind icate  how 

ch a ra c te r is t ic s  o f d irec to rs  are re la ted  to innovation w ith in  

public health departments. A fte r  tes tin g  a number o f ind iv idual  

ambition hypotheses, I w i l l  re la te  ind iv idu a l d ire c to r  character­

is t ic s  to departmental variab les to help explain the v a r ia tio n  in 

departmental innovation.

The set o f hypotheses to be tested now are those in which 

the expressed ambition o f  the health department d ire c to r  is the 

dependent va riab le . In these hypotheses, I  id e n t i fy  the ambitions 

of the d irec tors  and determine i f  c e rta in  other ch a rac te r is t ic s  

such as age, employment h is to ry , and t ra in in g  are re la ted  to these 

ambitions.

The hypotheses o f th is  set are resta ted  below.

Hypothesis B - l :  The proportion o f  d irec tors  id e n t i f ie d  as
conservers increases with increasing age. 
The proportion o f  d irec tors  id e n t i f ie d  as 
climbers decreases with increasing age.

Hypothesis B-2: D irectors w ith advanced degrees in  public
health are more l ik e ly  to be climbers than 
conservers. D irectors  without advanced 
degrees in public  health are more l ik e ly  
to be conservers than climbers.
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Hypothesis B-3: D irec to rs  w ith  a past career in  p r iv a te
medicine are more l i k e l y  to be conservers 
than are those w ithout any p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e .  
D irec to rs  w ithout p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  are more 
l i k e l y  to be climbers than those w ith  p r iv a te  
p ra c t ic e .

Hypothesis B-4: The number o f  years the d ir e c to r  has spent
in  p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  w i l l  be n e g a tive ly  
c o rre la te d  w ith  the degree o f clim ber  
ambition and p o s it iv e ly  co rre la te d  w ith  
the degree o f conserver ambition.

Hypothesis B-5: Climbers w i l l  be more w i l l in g  to change
positions than conservers.

The data to te s t  these hypotheses are taken from the mail question-  
14naire* One set o f  questions asked the respondents to rank order

a number o f  pos itio ns  in  p ub lic  health  according to t h e i r ,  the

d ir e c to r s 1, preference fo r  them. In a l l  e ig h t  pos itions were l is te d

fo r  ranking. The f u l l  set is given in Appendix B. However, only

f iv e  o f  these were actual pos itions of employment. The o ther three
15were descrip tions o f  aspects o f  p o s it io ns . One o f these w i l l  be 

discussed in  g re a te r  d e ta i l  in  subsequent paragraphs. The set o f  

positions was generated in  p a r t  by Ins ide  Bureaucracy and through 

consu lta tion  w ith  Michigan Department o f  Public Health o f f i c i a l s  

and consisted o f  a number o f  p o s it io n s , or descrip tions o f p o s it io n s ,  

in  pub lic  hea lth  a t  the s ta te  and local le v e l .

The d ire c to rs '  preference ranking o f two o f these p o s it io n  

were used to measure clim ber and conserver ambition. I expected 

from Downs discussion th a t climbers would rank pos itions w ith  

g re a te r  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty ,  p re s t ig e ,  and income r e la t i v e ly  high on 

t h e i r  preference ordering and would rank pos itions of less  

re s p o n s ib i l i ty  and less p re s tig e  and sa la ry  lower. I  also
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expected th a t  conservers would r e f le c t  a reversal o f the climbers' 

ordering w ith  regard to these two positions. By d e f in i t io n ,  climbers 

want to maximize th e ir  goals o f  power, p res tig e , and Income whereas 

conservers want to maximize security  and convenience.1® The oper­

ational d e f in i t io n  o f  climber was the preference ranking given to 

the pos ition  o f d ire c to r  o f a large public  health department. In 

general the salary o f the d ire c to r  is  a d ir e c t  function of the 

size and budget o f the department.1  ̂ The experience and v i s i b i l i t y  

that a d ire c to r  o f a large department in  the s ta te  obta ins, other 

things being equal, can be important in  the d ire c to r 's  m o b ility  to 

other positions such as s ta te  or federal public health jobs. I f  

Downs was co rrec t, climbers would rank the position o f d ire c to r  o f  

th is  kind o f  a department higher in comparison to the other positions  

than would conservers.

The operational d e f in i t io n  of conserver ambition was the 

preference ranking given to the position  as d ire c to r  o f a small 

public health  department th a t is  not changing in s ize . Again, by 

d e f in i t io n ,  conservers would be expected to have a high preference  

fo r  a p os ition  which would allow  them to maximize convenience and 

security . Although the s a la r ie s  in the smaller departments are 

not very high, the demands need not be very high e i th e r .  I f  the 

department is  not changing in size th is  implies that there are 

fewer new problems to deal w ith , fewer new personnel to  assign, 

and a slowly expanding budget to  adm inister. In other words, lack 

of change implies convenience. So conservers would be expected to
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have a high preference fo r  th is  position  and climbers to have a low 

preference fo r  th is  type o f  pos ition .

A th ird  type o f ambition was investigated  also. I  had thought 

that climbers would be in te rested  in  influencing policy in public  

health and used the preference ranking o f  a position  which would 

allow the d ire c to r  to influence public health p o licy  as an ind ica to r  

o f an aspect o f climber ambition.

The preference ranking assigned to each position could range

from one to e ig h t. Some analysis is  done with these measures using

contingency tab les , ordinal and in te rv a l level s ta t is t ic s .  I t  was

assumed th at these preference rankings could be treated  as in te rv a l

scales. Since the ranks o f the positions were forced in to  a scale

o f  from one to e ight and the d ire c to r  could not assign the same

rank to any two p o s itions , the ranking assigned to any position

indicates the in te n s ity  o f  the d ire c to r 's  preference fo r  th a t position
18re la t iv e  to the others. Each d ir e c to r ’ s preferences are anchored 

w ith in  the same range. Not only do I have the d ire c to r 's  response 

as to whether he p refers  a convenient position  to a w ell-paying one 

but I also have the degree o f preference.

The two types o f  ambition, as measured, are not dichotomies 

and are to a great e x ten t, independent o f each other. That i s ,  a 

d ire c to r  may rank both the position used to measure the degree of 

climber ambition and the position  used to in d ica te  degree of conserver 

ambition high. Or both may be ranked f a i r l y  low. I f  a d ire c to r  has 

a high degree o f climber ambition i t  does not necessarily mean th at
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he w i l l  have a low degree o f  conserver am bition , although th is  1 s 

usually  the case w ith  the present data.

Downs argues th a t  conservers are  change avolders whereas 

climbers are ready to  change e s p e c ia lly  1 f  1 t  w i l l  b e n e f i t  them. 

Conservers w i l l  avoid change I f  possib le  but w i l l  change positions  

1f not to  do so would damage them. But climbers g en era lly  f in d  

th a t  change has higher p ay -o ffs  fo r  them than do conservers. This 

has been discussed in  Chapter Two where i t  was hypothesized th a t  

climbers would be more l i k e ly  than conservers to repo rt p re fe rr in g  

some p o s it io n  o ther than the one they p resen tly  held. Climbers 

would a lso be less l i k e l y  than conservers to repo rt th a t  they are 

content to remain in th e i r  present p os it io ns  u n t i l  re t ire m e n t.

Items on the questionnaire  asked the respondents i f  they did p re fe r  

a p o s it io n  other than the one th a t  they p resen tly  held. The responses 

were l im ite d  to Yes or No. The second question was a f iv e  point  

item which asked the d ire c to rs  to in d ic a te  how content they would 

be to remain in t h e i r  present p o s it io n  u n t i l  re tirem en t. The per­

m itted  responses ranged from Very Content to In d i f fe r e n t  to  Not At 

A ll  Content. I t  fo llow s th a t  i f  conservers were change avoiders  

th a t  they would be more l i k e l y  to be content than climbers w ith  

whatever positions they presently  held. They also would be less

l ik e ly  to put fo r th  any e f f o r t  to change or to improve t h e i r  
19p o s it io n . T h e ir  p o s it io n  may be o b je c t iv e ly  very d e s ira b le ,  but 

a t  th is  po in t they would be conservers- On the other hand, climbers  

would be more l i k e l y  to repo rt being Not Content to  stay in  t h e i r  

present pos it io n  u n t i l  re t irem en t. F i r s t  o f  a l l  as climbers they
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would have ambitions which would need more prestige* money* and

power to s a t is fy .  I f  they were In  a smaller department they would

probably have plans on moving to a more prestig ious position or

one which pays more. Likewise, i f  they are fru s tra te d  in reaching

th e ir  goals, whatever they may be, climbers are more l ik e ly  to

report being Not Content and more l ik e ly  to attempt to take some action

to r e c t i fy  the s itu a t io n . At any ra te  th is  in d ic a to r  should be

re la ted  to the climber and conserver ind icators and in turn re la ted

to age and the other independent variables o f th is  hypothesis set.

The two questions tapping the w illingness o f the d ire c to r

to change positions comprise, in p a rt ,  a construct va lid a tio n  of
20the ambition measures. These questions are getting  a t a t t i tu d in a l

va ria b les , and as such, they d i f f e r  from the other measures used as

indicators fo r  variables in th is  hypothesis set. The hypotheses

involving the two a t t i tu d in a l  questions are generated more fo r
21v a lid a tio n a l purposes than fo r  theory te s tin g . Although Downs

does not define conservers as change avoiders, he does sta te  that
22they w i l l  be. So since i t  has been argued th a t conservers and 

climbers w i l l  e x h ib it  re la tionsh ips  to these two responses, I then 

tes t  fo r  re la tionsh ips  between the background variab les and these 

a t t i tu d in a l  variables which are hypothesized to be a part o f the 

conserver and climber ambition complex. Tables are presented showing 

the association between the p re fe r and contentment ind icators and 

the other independent variab les o f age, p r iva te  p ra c t ic e ,  advanced 

degree in  public health and the number o f years o f p riva te  p rac tice .
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Hypotheses B -l through B-4 were tested  by determining the 

associations between each o f  the ambition measures and the  

independent va riab les  o f  th is  se t.  In ad d it io n* the associations  

between the responses to the P re fe r  and Contentment measures were 

determined. These associations are shown in  Table 3 -4 . Other tab les  

fu r th e r  i l l u s t r a t e  the associations in  contingency ta b le  form at.  

Tables 3-16 and 3-17 give the associations between the P re fe r  and 

Contentment responses and the ambition measures. The re la t io n s h ip s  

w i l l  be discussed in  the fo llow ing  sections.

Age and Ambition  

Hypothesis B-l was tes ted  using each o f the measures o f  

expressed am bition. Tables were constructed to  d isp lay  the r e la t io n ­

ships. However, since many o f  the v a r ia b le s  involved in  th is  set

were o rd in a l or in te rv a l  le v e l ,  rank order o r  Pearson product moment
23c o rre la t io n  c o e ff ic ie n ts  are reported. Tables 3 -5 ,  3 -6 ,  and 3-7 

show the re la t io n s h ip s  between age and the three ambition measures. 

The preference rankings fo r  each p o s it io n  were dichotomized a t  the 

median to  d iv id e  the groups in to  high and low preference. Climber 

ambition decreases w ith  increasing age and conserver ambition  

increases with increasing age as can be seen by Tables 3-5 and 3-6 .  

Table 3-7 shows the re la t io n s h ip  between the pos ition  which would 

a llow  the d ire c to r  to  in fluence pub lic  hea lth  p o lic y  and age. This 

shows th a t  as age increases, the preference fo r  th is  kind o f  a 

p o s it io n  decreases. I have argued th a t  th is  kind o f  preference  

is  re la te d  to a d ir e c to r 's  clim ber am bition and th is  ta b le  adds 

in d ire c t  support fo r  th a t  argument.
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Tables 3-8 and 3-9 show the re la tionsh ips  between age and 

the P re fe r  and Contentment responses. As age increases the d ire c to r  

is less l ik e ly  to p re fe r  a position other than the one he already  

has. The responses to the Contentment question were collapsed in to  

a dichotomy as shown. The o lder d irec to rs  are more l ik e ly  to report  

being content to remain in th e i r  present position u n ti l  re tirem ent.

In  general, hypothesis B-l is  supported. The co rre la tions  

between the independent va ria b les , the d ire c to rs ' background v a ria b les ,  

and conserver ambition was much stronger than that between these 

variab les  and climber ambition (see Table 3 -4 ) .  For example, the 

c o rre la tio n  between age and conserver ambition was r = .38 and th at  

between age and climber ambition was r  = - .2 4 .  Other researchers
24have found strong s ta t ic  ambitions developing with increasing age.

I t  appears that a s im ila r  phenomenon may be found here. My use of 

Downs1 term conserver ambition is  analogous to Schlesinger's term 

s ta t ic  ambition.

I had expected th a t part o f  the item concerning the d ire c to r 's  

preference fo r  a position  which would enable him to have influence  

on public health p o licy  to be an in d ic a to r  o f  ambition, w ith  

climbers being more concerned with th is  position  than conservers.

The c o rre la tio n  between age and the preference ranking assigned to 

th is  pos ition  was r  = - .2 9 .  This was not p a r t ic u la r ly  strong but 

in the expected d ire c t io n . As Table 3-7 shows, i t  is  predominately 

the younger d irec tors  who have a high preference fo r  th is  type o f  

position.
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I have support then fo r  hypothesis B - l .  The consistency 

of the measures o f association between the Ind icators o f ambition 

and age allow  me to conclude th a t age 1 s re la ted  to the type of  

ambition, with o lder d irec tors  more l ik e ly  to be conservers than 

younger d irec tors  and younger d irec tors  more l ik e ly  to be climbers

than o lder d irec to rs . However, i t  seems th a t age is  more c losely
25re la ted  to the conserver position than to the climber pos ition .

Private  Practice and Ambition 

Whether or not the d ire c to r  had spent any time in p riva te  

practice  was also predicted to be re la ted  to his expressed ambition. 

The c o rre la tio n  between p r iv a te  practice and the d ire c to r 's  pre­

ference fo r  the position  as d ire c to r  o f  a large department, climber 

ambition, was r  = - .4 2  (see Table 3 -4 ) .  For p riva te  practice  and 

degree o f conserver ambition r  = .15 , again in the expected d irec tio n  

but a much weaker c o rre la t io n . For the po licy  position the corre­

la t io n  was r  = - .2 2 .  This again was in the expected d irec tio n  but 

weak.

P rivate  practice  shows only a weak re la tion sh ip  to the pre­

ference fo r  a position other than the one held , although th is  

re la tion sh ip  was also in the expected d ire c tio n  (see Tables 3-4 and 

3-11 ). The re la tion sh ip  o f the contentment item and p riva te  practice  

is  also weak but in the expected d ire c tio n  (see Tables 3-4  and 3 -10 ).  

P rivate  p rac tice  shows the expected association with ambition. 

Although the re la tionsh ips  are not a l l  as strong as with age, I 

conclude th a t  I have support fo r  the hypotheses re la t in g  p riv a te  

prac tice  w ith ambition.



TABLE 3-4.--Correlations Between Director Characteristics and Measures of Expressed Ambition,

Director Preference fo r 
Background Large Departments 
Variables (Climber ambition)

Preference fo r 
Small Departments 
(Conserver ambition)

Preference fo r 
Policy Position 
(Policy ambition)

Prefer Other 
Position

Content to 
Remain Until 
Retirement

Age -.24 .38 -.29 -.43® .47
(N-22) (N=22) (Ns21) (N=24) (N=27)

Private
Practice -.42 .15 -.22 .14 .17

(N=22) (N=22) (N=21) (N=22) (N=25)

Number of years
of Private -.20 .73 -.46 -.40 .58
Practive (N=15) (N=15) (N=14) (N=15) (N=16)

Advanced degree K h
in Public .004 .40 -.13 -.04 - .2 2
Health3 (N=22) (N-22) (N=21) (N=22) (N=22)

Correlations are point b ise ria l. The responses were No or Yes and were coded with a smaller 
value assigned to No.

C ot in the direction predicted by the hypothesis but the correlations are so low as to 
indicate p ractica lly  no relationship whatsoever. These were the only two correlations not in the 
predicted direction in th is  table.
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TABLE 3 - 5 .— D ire c to r 's  Preference fo r  P os ition  as D ire c to r  o f  A Large
Public Health Department by Age.

Age

45 or less 26 to  55 56 or more

High 4 (44%) 1 (17%) 0  ( 0 %)

Preference fo r
Position

Low 5 (56%) 5 (83%) 7 (100%)

9 (100%) 6  ( 1 0 0 %) 7 (100%)

Gairma = .83 H = 22

TABLE 3 - 6 .— D irec to r*  
Public Health

s Preference fo r  P o s ition  as D irec to r o f  
Department th a t is  S tab le  in  Size by Age.

a Small

Age

45 or less 46 to  55 56 or more

High

Preference fo r  
Position

1 (13%) 2 (33%) 5 (63%)

Low 7 (87%) 4 (67%) 3 (37 *)

8  ( 1 0 0 %)

Ganvna = - .

6 ( 1 0 0 %)

72 N = 22

8 ( 1 0 0 * )
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TABLE 3 - 7 .— D ire c to r 's  Preference fo r  a Position Which Would Allow  
the D ire c to r  to In fluence Public Health P o licy  by Age.

Age

45 or less 26 to 55 56 or more

High 5 (63%) 1 (17%) 1 (U % )

Preference fo r
P osition

Low 3 (37%) 5 (83%) 6  ( 8 6 %)

8  ( 1 0 0 %) 6  ( 1 0 0 %) 7 (100%)

Gamma = .73 N = 21



109

TABLE 3 -8 .  — D ire c to r 's  Preference fo r  Position  Other Than Current
Position  by Age.

r  T ■ '■ ■ »  ------------------------- '--------------------- 1 j  T l , r  ■ — ~ ------ J  *  ' T I B I

Age

50 years or less 51 years or more

No 8  (67%) 11 (92%)

P re fer any pos itio n  
other than current  
one.

Yes 4 (33%) 1 ( 8 %)

1 2  ( 1 0 0 %) 12  ( 1 0 0 %)
N=24

Phi = 32. Gamma = - .6 9  Per cent d i f fe re n c t  = 25

TABLE 3 - 9 . - - D i r e c t o r 's  Contentment to  Remain in  Present
U n t i l  Retirement by Age.

Posi t io n

Age

50 years o r less 51 years or more

Yes 4 (31%) 11 (79%)

Content to  remain 
in  present p o s it io n  
u n t i l  returement.

No or 
Ind i f f e r e n t 9 (69%) 3 (21%)

13 (100%) 14 (100%)
N=27

Phi = .48  Gamma = - .7 8  Per cent d if fe re n c e  -  48
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TABLE 3 -1 0 .— D ire c to r 's  Preference fo r  a Position Other than Current
Position by P riva te  Practice .

Private  Practice  

No Yes

No 6  (8 6 %) 11 (75%)

P refer other  
position

Yes 1 (14%) 4 (25%)

7 (100%) 15 (100%)

Phi = .14 Gamma = .37 N = 22.

TABLE 3 -1 1 .— D ire c to r 's  Degree o f  Contentment to Remain in Current 
Position U n til  Retirement by Private  P ractice .

Private  Practice

No Yes

Yes 4 (44%) 9 (56%)

Content to remain 
u n til  retirem ent

No or 
Indi f fe re n t 5 (56%) 7 (44%)

9 (100%) 16 (100%)

Phi = .14 Gamma = .27 N = 25
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Number o f years o f  P riva te  Practice and Ambition 

The co rre la tions  o f  th is  variab le  w ith  the indicators of  

ambition are very high with one exception. Since I included a 

variab le  in the analysis on p r iv a te  p ra c tic e , the number o f  years 

o f p riva te  p rac tice  includes only those d irec to rs  who had been in 

p riva te  p rac tice  a t  a l l .  So the to ta l number o f  d irectors  in  th is  

set is somewhat sm aller since not a l l  o f the physicians had had any 

p riva te  p ra c tic e . This v a r ia b le  was measured on an in te rv a l scale  

so only the Pearson r 's  are reported to show the strength of  

re la tio n sh ip . A ll  o f the co rre la tio n s  are high except fo r  climber 

ambition although i t  is  in the expected d ire c tio n  as are the others  

(see Table 3 -4 ) .  However, as the length o f p r iv a te  practice  

increased, the preference fo r  a sm all, s tab le  department increased. 

Only a small tenure in p r iv a te  p rac tice  was not enough, apparently , 

to give r is e  to climber ambition. Hypothesis B-3 is  supported.

The P re fer and Contentment responses show the expected 

correlations with the number o f  years o f p r iv a te  p rac tice . The 

directors  with longer tenure in  p r iv a te  p rac tice  were more l ik e ly  

to report not p re fe rr in g  a pos ition  other than the one curren tly  

held and more l ik e ly  to be content to remain in  th a t position  u n ti l  

retirem ent.

Advanced Degree in  Public Health and Ambition 

Although there were several possible responses to a question 

inquiring about the d ire c to r 's  t ra in in g  in public  hea lth , the 

categories were coded as a dichotomy; those th a t  did not have an
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advanced degree in  pub lic  hea lth  and those th a t  had e i th e r  a M aster's  

or a Doctorate in  Public  Health (see question 6 , P a rt  I I *  Appendix 

B). The c o rre la t io n s  show mixed re s u lts  as some o f  the r e la t io n ­

ships are markedly stronger than others (see Table 3 -4 ) .  The c o rre ­

la t io n  w ith  the degree o f  conserver ambition is  moderately strong  

w hile  there  is v i r t u a l l y  no c o r re la t io n  a t  a l l  between pub lic  health  

degree and clim ber am bition. What l i t t l e  there is  appears to  be in  

the wrong d ire c t io n .  There is  es sem tia lly  no c o rre la t io n  between 

advanced degree and preference fo r  o ther pos ition  e i t h e r ,  although  

those w ith  an advanced degree in  p ub lic  health  were less l i k e l y  to  

remain In  t h e i r  cu rren t p o s it io n  u n t i l  re t irem en t. About a l l  I  

can conclude is th a t  advanced degree in  public  hea lth  is  associated  

w ith  conserver ambition but not w ith  clim ber am bition.

Tables 3-12 through 3-15 show the re la t io n s h ip s  in  ta b u la r  

form. Even in th is  form there is  e s s e n t ia l ly  no re la t io n s h ip  

appearing between clim ber am bition— as measured by preference fo r  

p os it io n  as the d ir e c to r  o f  a large pub lic  health  department—  

and advanced degree in  p ub lic  h ea lth .

D irec to rs  W illingness to  Change Positions
and Ambition

The associations between the two ind ica to rs  o f  the d ire c to rs '  

w ill in g n e ss  to change jobs and the background v a r ia b le s  o f  age, 

p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e ,  number o f  years o f  p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e ,  and advanced 

degree in  pub lic  health  were a l l  in  the d ire c t io n  expected. These 

associations in d ic a te  th a t those d ire c to rs  w ith  c lim ber a t t r ib u te s  

were more l i k e l y  to  p re fe r  o ther pos itions and less w i l l in g  to stay



113

TABLE 3 -1 2 .— D ire c to r 's  Preference fo r  a Position as the D irector o f  
a Small Public Health Department th a t is  not Changing 

in  Size by Advanced Degree in  Public Health.

Preference fo r  Position

High Med1 urn Low

No 4 (33%) 5 (42%) 3 (25%) 12  ( 1 0 0 %)

Advanced degree 
in Public Health

Yes 1 ( 1 0 %) 

Gamna = .59

3 (30%) 6 (60%) 

N *  2 2 .

1 0  ( 1 0 0 %)

TABLE 3 -1 3 .— D ire c to r 's  Preference  
the D irector to Influence  

Advanced Degree

fo r  a Position Which Would Allow 
Public Health Policy by 
in  Public Health.

Preference fo r Posi tion

High Medium Low

No 3 (27%) 4 (36%) 4 (36%) 11 ( 1 0 0 %)

Advanced degree 
in Public Health

Yes 4 (46%) 3 (30%) 3 (30%) 1 0  ( 1 0 0 %)

Gamma = - .3 7 N = 21.
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TABLE 3 -1 4 .— D ire c to r 's  Preference fo r  a Position Other than Current 
Position by Advanced Degree in  Public Health.

Advanced Degree in Public Health

No Yes

No 11 (79%) 6 (75%)

P refer other  
position

Yes 3 (21%) 2 (25%)

14 (100%) 8  ( 1 0 0 %)

Ganna = .10 N = 22 Per cent d iffe ren ce  = 4

TABLE 3 -1 5 .- -D ire c to r 's  Contentment to Stay in Current Position U ntil  
Retirement by Advanced Degree in  Public Health.

Advanced Degree in Public Health

No Yes

Yes 5 (36%) 7 (64%)

Content to stay in 
position  u n ti l  
r e t i  rement

No or 
Indi f fe re n t 9 (64%) 4 (36%)

14 (100%) 11 ( 1 0 0 %)

Gamma = - .5 5 N = 25 Per cent d iffe ren ce  = -28



115

in th e i r  present position  u n t i l  retirem ent. But i t  must be d e ter­

mined i f  these two measures are in turn associated with the ambition  

measures themselves.

Tables 3-16 and 3-17 show the associations between these 

two sets o f  measures. With the exception o f  the association between 

climber ambition and the preference fo r  other p os itions , the 

associations are in  the predicted d irec tio n  w ith  climbers in d i ­

cating more w illingness to change jobs than conservers. However, 

the association between clim ber ambition and preference fo r  other  

positions shows that climbers are less l ik e ly  to  p re fe r  a position  

other than t h e i r  current one than are conservers. This weakens 

the support fo r  construct v a l id i t y .  However, the degree o f climber 

ambition is  negatively co rre la ted  with the d ire c to r*s  contentment 

to remain in  his present pos ition  u n ti l  re tirem ent. The degree o f  

conserver ambition is re la ted  to these two measures in the expected 

d irec tio n  {see Tables 3-16 and 3 -17).

Only four respondents reported th a t  they would p re fe r  

another pos ition  to th e ir  current one. However, only 20 reported  

that they would be content to stay in th e ir  present position  u n t i l  

retirem ent. The remaining 10 were in d i f fe re n t  o r  not content.

Those d irec to rs  with a lower preference fo r  the climber position  

were more l ik e ly  to p re fe r  a d i f fe r e n t  p os it io n . Since only four 

of the d irec to rs  expressed a preference fo r  a d i f fe r e n t  p o s it io n ,  

th is re la tio n sh ip  may not be very important.

So we find  that the two a t t l tu d in a l  measures are re la te d  

f a i r l y  strongly in  the expected d irec tio n  to the in d ic a to r  o f



116

TABLE 3 -1 6 .— Associations Between D ire c to r 's  Ambition and Preference  
fo r  Other Positions and Contentment with Present Position .

Climber 
Ambition

Conserver
Ambition

Pol Icy  
Ambition

Prefer position  other
than present . 1 0 .32 - .0 9

Contentment to stay in 
present position u n ti l  
re tirem ent. - .0 8 .29 - .3 7

(Spearman rank order co rre la tion c o e f f ic ie n ts . ) N=31

TABLE 3 -1 7 .— D ire c to r 's  Preference fo r  a Position Other Than the One 
Currently Held by Preference fo r  Small Public Health  

Department th a t is  Stable in S ize.

Preference fo r  a Small Department

High
(1 -5 )

Low
( 6 - 8 )

No 18 (95%) 8  (73%)

Prefer other 
position

Yule's Q = .74

Yes 1 (5%) 3 (27%)

19 (100%) 11 ( 1 0 0 %)
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conserver ambition. They are only weakly re la ted  to the ind ica to r  

of climber ambition and in the case o f preference fo r  a position  

other than the present one, the re la tionsh ip  is  in the opposite  

d irec tio n . These a t t i tu d in a l  measures are re la ted  in the expected 

d irec tion  to the d ire c to r  background variab les w ith  one exception  

and th a t association is  so weak as to ind icate  no re la tio n sh ip  {see 

Table 3 -4 ) .

I t  seems that these two a t t i tu d in a l  dimensions may not be

an in tegra l p a rt  of climber ambition. Ne ither Downs nor th is  study

defines climbers as being change oriented . Downs, however, does

claim th a t conservers are change avoiders and th is  exercise supports
26that contention. Although the a t t i tu d in a l  measures were expected 

to be re la ted  to the measure o f climber ambition, climbers were 

not defined as changers. In fa c t ,  i f  they have a high preference  

fo r  the pos ition  o f d ire c to r  o f  a large department— the operational 

d e f in i t io n  o f climber— and are already in  th a t pos ition , then they 

would be expected to be less w i l l in g  to change and more w i l l in g  to 

remain in  th a t position u n t i l  re tirem ent. Perhaps a b e t te r  way of  

re la t in g  a tt itu d e s  toward change to climber ambition would be to 

note the number and d ire c tio n  o f job changes that a d ire c to r  has 

made in his past career.

The rankings of a pos ition  to allow the d irec to r to influence  

policy  were re la ted  to both o f  these items. I t  appears th a t  those 

d irectors  w ith a greater preference fo r  th is  type o f  pos ition  are 

more w i l l in g  to change positions and less content to stay in  current 

positions than those with a lower preference fo r  th is  p o s it io n .
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M u lt iv a r ia te  Analysis o f  D ire c to r  
Background Vari abTes

M u lt ip le  regression ana lysis  was also  used to analyze the

data fo r  th is  set o f  v a r ia b le s .  Each o f  the in d ica to rs  o f  ambition

was regressed on the four independent va ria b le s  age, p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e ,

number o f  years o f  p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  and advanced degree in p ub lic
27

hea lth . Nominal variab les  were converted to  dunn\y v a r ia b le s . The

P re fer and Contentment v a r ia b le s  were dropped from the an a lys is  as

these were n e ith e r  background va riab les  o r  in d ic a to rs  o f  am bition.

A step-w ise m u lt ip le  regression rou tine  was used. A ll o f  the four

independent va ria b le s  were entered in  each equation to determine

how much o f the variance in  each o f  the ambition ind ica to rs  the set
28o f four va r ia b les  explained- Table 3-18 gives the regression and 

m u lt ip le  c o rre la t io n  c o e f f ic ie n ts  fo r  the in d ic a to r  o f  c lim ber  

ambition. The fo u r independent v a r ia b le s  account fo r  45% o f  the 

variance in clim ber am bition.

These four va r ia b les  account fo r  82% o f the variance in  the 

in d ic a to r  o f  conserver ambition (see Table 3 -1 9 ) .  This is  consider­

ably more than the amount o f  variance accounted fo r  in clim ber

ambition by these same v a r ia b le s .  These re s u lts  re in fo rc e  the
29argument th a t  there are a t  le a s t  two types o f  am bition. Factors 

other than these four va ria b les  are responsible fo r  more o f  the 

variance in  preference fo r  the more p res tig io u s  but demanding 

pos ition  than o f  the variance in  preference fo r  a less p res tig iou s  

but safe p o s it io n .

Table 3-20 i l lu s t r a t e s  the c o rre la t io n s  fo r  the preference  

fo r  a p o s it io n  which would a llo w  the d ir e c to r  to in fluence p o lic y .
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TABLE 3 -1 8 .— M u lt ip le  Regression w ith  Preference fo r  Position as 
D irec to r o f  a Large Public Health Department 

as Dependent V ariab le .

2
Cumulative Independent Variables R b /  S.E. beta

Private p ra c tic e  .18 -4 .3 6 /1 .7 5  - .92
Number o f  years o f p riva te  p rac tice  .22 -  .3 3 / .1 6  -1 .3 9
Advanced degree in public health  .29 4 .4 6 /2 .3 2  .98
Age .45 -  .2 1 / .1 3  -  .94

F = 1 .83; N = 27

TABLE 3 -1 9 .— M u lt ip le  Regression with Preference fo r  Position as 
D irec to r o f a Small Public Health Department that is  

Stable in Size as Dependent V ariab le .

2
Cumulative Independent Variables R b /  S.E. beta

Number o f  years o f p riva te  p rac tice  .54 .4 3 / .0 8  2.06
Age .57 .2 4 / .0 7  1.20
Private p rac tice  .63 2 .9 8 / .8 9  .71
Advanced degree in public health .82 -3 .6 4 /1 .1 8  -  .90

F = 10.17; N = 27

TABLE 3 -2 0 .— M u lt ip le  Regression with Preference fo r  Position Allowing
the D irec to r to Influence Policy as the 

Dependent Variab le .

Cumulative Independent Variab les b /S.E. beta

Number o f  years o f p riva te  p rac tice  .21
Private p rac tice  .26
Advanced degree in public health  .31
Age . 55

- .3 4 / .1 1  
■2.93/1.2  
3 .7 8 /1 .6  
- . 2 0 / . 0 9

-1 .8 7  
- .81 

1.08  
-1 .1 7

F = 2 .79; N = 27
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The Independent va riab les  account fo r  55% o f  the variance in  p re fe r ­

ence fo r  th is  p o s it io n .

Sumnary

The an a lys is  in  th is  chapter tes ts  hypotheses in  sets A 

and B and includes hypotheses generated fo r  the purpose o f  construct  

v a l id a t io n .  The hypotheses re la t in g  o rg an iza tio n a l va ria b le s  to  

innovation are supported. The m u l t i - c o l l in e a r i t y  among the Inde­

pendent departmental variab les  was extremely high; so high th a t  

many o f them are e m p ir ic a l ly  eq u iv a len t. I t  was concluded th a t ,  

with the exception o f  p opu la tion , the departmental va riab les  were 

mechanisms which the departments could use to be innovative . Each 

o f  these, however, was thought to be dependent on the a v a i l a b i l i t y  

o f  resources.

Population is  not dependent upon resources but the a v a i la ­

b i l i t y  o f  resources was strong ly  co rre la te d  w ith  population. 

A dditional ana lys is  ind ica ted  th a t  population led  to more resources 

which was c o rre la te d  with innovation. Population had some separate  

e f fe c t  on innovation but i f  i t  were not accompanied by comparable 

resources the e f f e c t  o f  a la rg e r  population on innovation was 

negative.

M u lt ip le  regression ana lys is  o f  the departmental va riab les  

accounted fo r  49% and 76% o f  the variance in  innovation fo r  primary  

and secondary innovation , re s p e c t iv e ly .  I t  a lso  ind icated  th a t  one 

o f  the departmental va ria b le s  accounted fo r  the m a jo r ity  o f  the 

variance but not a l l  o f  i t .  A dd itional v a r ia b le s  were brought in to  

the equation by a step-w ise regression ro u tin e  but did not add much
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to the variance explained* More o f the variance in  secondary 

innovation than 1 n primary innovation was explained by the depart­

mental variab les .

Changes in s ize* resources, and population from 1968 to  

1971 were corre la ted  with innovation. These variab les were selected  

as they seemed to be p rerequ is ites  to the other departmental variab les .  

Innovation was corre la ted  w ith  changes in each of these variab les  

but not strongly . However, the m ultip le  co rre la tio n  o f these 

changes with innovation was high: R = .75 fo r  primary innovation

and R *  .37 fo r  secondary innovation. The degree o f m u lt i -  

col l in e a r i t y  among the change variables was much lower than among 

the o r ig in a l variab les .

The d irec to rs ' ranking o f  th e ir  preferences fo r  three  

positions in public health were used as measures o f ambition and 

hypotheses re la t in g  these to background ch a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  the  

directors were tested. Two types o f ambition were posited: climber

and conserver. A th ird  pos ition  was thought to measure an aspect 

of climber ambition. D ire c to r 's  age, p riva te  p ractice  experience, 

length o f p r iv a te  p ra c tic e , and public health tra in in g  were found 

to be re la ted  to the ambition measures. However, public health  

tra in in g  was not re la ted  to climber ambition. The va ria b le  most 

strongly re la ted  to conserver ambition was the length o f the 

d ire c to r 's  tenure in p r iv a te  p rac tice . This was negative ly  cor­

re la ted  with climber ambition and p o s it iv e ly  corre la ted  with  

conserver ambition. The th ird  measure of ambition, termed p o licy  

ambition, showed co rre la tio ns  w ith  these background c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

s im ila r  to those of climber ambition.



122

Two measures o f  the d ire c to rs '  w ill in g n ess  to change jobs 

were Included 1 n hypotheses with background variab les  and am bition. 

Generally the re s u lts  showed th a t those w ith  backgrounds which 

would in d ic a te  th a t  they would tend to be climbers were more w i l l in g  

to change positions than those w ith  conserver backgrounds. Con­

server ambition was re la te d  to these measures in  the pred icted  

d ire c t io n .  Strong conserver ambition was associated w ith  less  

w illin g ne ss  to  change. However, strong clim ber ambition was 

associated w ith  more w ill in g n e ss  to  change on only one o f the 

measures.



Chapter I I I — Footnotes

Total expenditure has also been used as an ind ica to r of 
resources. See L. B. Mohr, "Determinants o f Innovation in Organi­
za tio ns ,"  American P o l i t ic a l  Science Review, 63 (1969 ), pp. 111-126.

2
A subsequent analysis showed th a t a c u rv i l in e a r  re la tionsh ip  

was necessary to f i t  the association between resources 1971 and the 
adoption measure o f  innovation, see pages

3
The problem arises as how to assess the importance and 

significance o f  these re su lts . Since I  do not have a random 
sample, s ign ificance tests do not have the usual meaning. However, 
some authors in th is  s itu a tio n  report resu lts  th a t  would have been 
s ig n if ic a n t  had the group in question been a random sample. (See 
Larry Mohr, American P o l i t ic a l  Science Review, p. 115.) Russett 
discusses th is  problem and suggests the use o f s ign ificance tests  
to ind icate the departure o f  the re s u lts  from randomness. S. M.
L ip se t, Martin Trow, and James Coleman, Union Democracy {The Free 
Press, 1956), Appendix I ,  pp. 470-485, discusses th is  problem. They 
conclude that the re su lts  o f an e n t ire  pattern o f  hypotheses rather  
than the s ign ificance of any s ingle one hypothesis 1 s the important 
c r i t e r ia  fo r  judging the results o f a study.

Since my N Is  r e la t iv e ly  sm all, s ig n if ic a n t  resu lts  would 
not seem to be merely due to large numbers. However, any corre­
la t io n ,  nominal, o rd in a l ,  or In te r v a l ,  in  the expected d irec tion  
w i l l  be considered only weak support fo r  the hypothesis unless i t  
is  a t  le a s t .20. (See Connolly and S luckin , An Introduction to 
S ta t is t ic s  fo r  the Social Sciences (London: The MacMillan Press,
L td . ,  1971), pp. 151-154. I w i l l  a lso argue th a t resu lts  o f the 
hypotheses taken as a se t, even i f  they are weak, are more important 
to the judgment o f  the resu lts  o f the research and the theory than 
the resu lts  o f any hypothesis taken s ing ly .

^Richard A llen  Smith, "Community Structure and Innovation:
A Study of the E ffec ts  o f  Social Structure on Program Adoption and 
Implementation" (unpublished Ph.D. d is s e r ta t io n ,  C o rn e ll ,  Ithaca,
New York, A pril  1973), pp. 182-183; Robert A. Gordon, "Issues in  
M u lt ip le  Regression," American Journal o f  Sociology (1968 ), pp. 592-604.

5 Ib id .

®These co rre la tio n s  were as fo llows: Total county revenue
fo r  1968 with primary and secondary innovation, r  = .34 and 4 = .27 ,  
respective ly . Total county revenue fo r  1971 w ith  innovation, 
r  = .29 and r  = .27.
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See Gordon* oj>. ci t . , and Hubert B la lo ck , "C orre lated  
Independent V ariab les : The Problem o f  M ulti col 1in e a r i t y ,"  Social
Forces, 42 (December, 1963), pp. 233-237.

®Mohr concluded th a t  although community s ize  was a very  
important determinant o f  innovation , i t  was so because o f  the  
a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  resources which accompanied la rg e r  s ize  communities.
L. Mohr, oj>. c i t . , p. 120.

q
Hubert B la lo ck , d r . ,  Causal Inferences in  Non-Experimental 

Research (Chapel H i l l :  The U n iv e rs ity  o f  North Caro lina Press, 1964),
pp. 83 -91; L- Mohr, o£. c i t . , p. 120.

^Norman H. N ie , Dale Bent, and C. Hadlai H u l l ,  S t a t is t ic a l  
Package fo r  the Social Sciences (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company,
1970), pp. 196-207.

^Due to th is  high m ulti col l i n e a r i t y  the step-w ise regression  
ro u tin e  may evaluate two o r more v a r ia b le s  th a t  are s tron g ly  re la ted  
to  the dependent v a r ia b le  q u ite  d i f f e r e n t ly .  V ariab les  are brought 
in to  the equation on the basis o f  t h e i r  unique c o n tr ib u tio n  to the 
variance in the dependent v a r ia b le .

12 W illiam  Niskanen makes an e x p l i c i t  assumption th a t  bureau­
c ra ts  attempt to maximize the s ize  o f  t h e i r  agencies' budgets 
subject to c e r ta in  c o n s tra in ts . W ill iam  A. Niskanen, Bureaucracy 
and Representative Government (Chicago: A ld in e -A therto n , 1971).

1 3The ana lys is  on page 89 p a r t i a l l y  supports th is .
14See Appendix B.

^ T he  e ig h t p os itions th a t  the d ire c to r  were asked to rank 
order are : (a ) D ire c to r  o f  a la rge  p u b lic  hea lth  department, (b)
D ire c to r  o f  a sm all, but growing, p u b lic  hea lth  department, (c )
D ire c to r  o f  a small p ub lic  hea lth  department th a t  is  r e la t iv e ly
s tab le  1n s iz e ,  (d) Bureau c h ie f  in  a s ta te  department o f  public  
h e a lth , (e )  Program c h ie f  in a s ta te  department o f  p ub lic  h e a lth ,
( f )  A p o s it io n  which would a llow  you to  exercise the most in fluence  
on the p o lic y  d ire c t io n  o f  pub lic  h e a lth ,  (g) D ire c to r  o f  a d epart­
ment th a t  has in s t i tu te d  a number o f  progressive programs, (h)
D ire c to r  o f  a department th a t would a llo w  you to  in s t i t u t e  a number
o f progressive programs (see question 17, page 11, on the question­
n a ire  in Appendix B ) .

The order here does not imply any o b je c t iv e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  
the p o s it io n s . This is  merely the o rd er in which they appeared in  
the q uestionnaire . Items (a ) through (e) describe actua l p o s it io n s .  
The remaining th re e , ( f ) ,  (g)» and (h ) are not pos itions as such 
but describe aspects o f  public hea lth  p os it io ns .
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^Anthony Downs* Inside Bureaucracy (Boston: L i t t l e ,  Brown*
and Company, 1967)* pp. 88-102.

^7This is  the usual s i tu a t io n  1n o rgan iza tio ns . My conclusion  
here Is  based on discussions w ith  p u b lic  hea lth  o f f i c i a l s  and In fo r ­
mation from the lo c a l pub lic  health  departments budgets and the 
Local Government Budget Document o f  the Michigan Department o f  
Treasury.

18 Edward T u f te ,  "Improving Data Analysis in P o l i t ic a l  
Science," World P o l i t i c s , 21 (1 9 6 8 -6 9 ) ,  pp. 641-654.

19Downs, op. c i t . , pp. 88-102.
20 V a lid a t io n  techniques ty p ic a l ly  r e la te  a te s t  o r  in d ic a to r  

th a t is  assumed to measure some concept to one or more c r i t e r io n  
variab les  th a t  th e o r e t ic a l ly  should be re la te d  to the t e s t .  Then 
the t e s t 's  v a l id i t y  is  assessed in  terms o f how well the te s t  and 
the c r i te r io n  v a r ia b le s  are re la te d . See C. Richard K o fs te t te r ,
"The Amatuer P o l i t ic ia n :  A Problem in  Construct V a l id a t io n ,"
Midwest Journal o f  P o l i t i c a l  Science, 15 (February, 1971), pp. 31- 
56. H o fs te t te r  a lso  notes th a t " T r a i t  construct v a l id i t y  . . . 
requires the p o s tu la t io n  o f a series  o f  re la t io n s h ip s  between the 
concept the measure o f  which is  to  be v a lid a te d  and o ther v a r ia b le s .
. . . Ind iv idua l c r i t e r i a  are hypothesized to r e la te  to a measure 
o f  the concept to be va lid a te d  and measures fo r  each o f  the c r i te r io n  
va ria b les  then in te r -c o r r e la te d  in  standard fa s h io n ,"  p. 34.

21Harold P. B echto ld t, "Construct V a l id i t y :  A C r i t iq u e ,"
American Psychologis t. 14 (October, 1959), pp. 619-629.

22 Downs, op. c i t . , p. 97.
23Point b is e r ia l  c o rre la t io n s  are reported when one o f the 

v a ria b le s  is  dichotomous. Linton C. Freeman, Elementary Applied  
S ta t is t ie s  (New York: John W iley and Sons, In c . ,  1965).

2^Kenneth P r e w it t ,  The Recruitment o f  P o l i t i c a l  Leaders: A
Study o f  C it iz e n  P o l i t ic ia n s  (New York: Bobbs-Merri11 Company,
1970), pp. 186-188; Kenneth P re w itt  and W illiam  Nowlin, " P o l i t ic a l  
Ambitions and the Behavior o f  Incumbent P o l i t ic ia n s ,"  The Western 
P o l i t ic a l  Q u a r te r ly , 22 (June, 1969); Paul L. Hain, "American S tate  
L e g is la to r 's  Ambition and Careers: The E ffe c ts  o f Age and D is t r ic t
C h a ra c te r is t ic s "  (unpublished Ph.D. d is s e r ta t io n ,  Michigan S tate  
U n iv e rs ity ,  East Lansing, Michigan, 1971).

25The gamma s t a t i s t i c  is h igher fo r  the former p o s it io n  than 
the l a t t e r .  However, the cu tt in g  po in ts  fo r  age and preference  
probably e f f e c t  th is  somewhat. Also the zero en try  in  the c e l l  in  
the ta b le  fo r  c lim ber ambition tends to  in f l a t e  gamma. See W illiam  
Buchanan, Understanding P o l i t ic a l  V a r ia b le s  (Second E d it io n ;  New 
York: Charles S c r ib n e r 's  Sons, 1974 ), pp.
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Downs, 0 £. c i t . , p. 97.
27Daniel B. S u its , "The Use o f  Dumny Variables in  Regression 

Equations," Journal o f the American S ta t is t ic a l  Association. 52 (1954),  
pp. 548-551; Jacob Cohen, "M u ltip le  Regression As a General Data 
Analytic  Scheme," Psychological B u l le t in , LXX (1968), pp. 426-443.

28Although age and number o f  years o f p riva te  p ractice  are 
both strongly re la te d  to ambition, the c o l l in e a r i ty  between these 
causes the step-wise regression routine to evaluate one as being 
r e la t iv e ly  important and the other as r e la t iv e ly  unimportant.

29Gordon S. Black, "A Theory o f P ro fess iona liza tion  in  
P o l i t ic s ,"  American P o l i t ic a l  Science Review (September, 1970), 
pp. 865-878, discusses th is  in his analysis o f  positional and 
progressive commitment ambition.



CHAPTER IV

HYPOTHESIS TESTING: DIRECTOR'S AMBITION AND INNOVATION

AND THE DEVELOPMENT OF MULTIVARIATE MODELS

The next concern is the c o rre la t io n  o f the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

of the in d iv id u a ls  who are the d ire c to rs  o f  the health  departments 

w ith  the innovation o f the department. As discussed in Chapter I ,  

there are c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  in d iv id u a ls  which have been found by 

a number o f  d i f f e r e n t  researchers to c o rre la te  w ith  innovation.

The question here is whether or not these c h a ra c te r is t ic s  in fluence  

the in d iv id u a l to have an e f fe c t  on the innovation o f a department.

In o ther words, to what ex ten t do the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f the d ire c to r  

account fo r  v a r ia t io n  in innovation o f  pub lic  hea lth  departments? 

Previous research suggests th a t they do have a substan tia l e f f e c t .

In th is  chapter I  deal w ith  the d ir e c to r  and departmental 

va ria b le s  j o i n t l y .  I f  we are to connect in d iv id u a l ac tio n  to 

o rg an iza tio n a l output, an attempt needs to  be made to use the assump­

tions and hypotheses o f  the theories discussed e a r l i e r  to re la te  

the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  in d iv id u a ls  to o rg an iza tio n a l ch arac ter­

i s t i c s .  From Downs, we are  led to expect th a t  d ire c to rs  w i l l  d i f f e r  

as to the type o f department in  which they are found according to  

th e i r  type o f ambition. These d ire c to rs  may have sought out the 

departments because o f  t h e i r  ambitions or the d ire c to rs  may have 

developed t h e i r  ambition because o f  the department they are in .

127
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The present stu^y w i l l  only p a r t ly  d is tingu ish  between these two 

s itu a tio n s . However, we can draw some log ica l conclusions a f t e r  

tes ting  the hypotheses re la t in g  d irec to rs  to departments.

Health Department D ire c to r 's  Background and 
Ambition and Departmental Innovation

I w i l l  in the next section re la te  the d ire c to rs ' expressed 

ambitions to departmental c h a ra c te r is t ic s .  However, the c o rre la tio n  

o f  the background factors o f  the d irec to rs  w ith  innovation w i l l  be 

reported a lso . The main purpose, though, is  to assess the e f fe c t  

of the d ir e c to r ’ s ambition on the Innovation of the department.

The expressed ambitions o f the d irec tors  w i l l  include th e i r  expressed 

preferences fo r  the three public health position  described e a r l ie r :

(a) a pos ition  as the d ire c to r  o f a large public health department

(b) a pos ition  as d ire c to r  o f  a small public health department th at  

is  stable in  s ize , and (c) a position  which would allow the 

respondent to have the most influence public health p o licy . The 

responses to (a) and (b ) are the operational d e f in it io n s  o f  degree 

o f climber and conserver ambitions, resp ective ly . Position (c )  

may be re la ted  to the d ire c to r 's  climber ambition and be an analog 

to Downs' advocate . 1 I t  is  included here, however, to  measure the 

d ire c to r 's  in te re s t  in  influencing  po licy ; Downs may have confused 

ambitions and s tra te g ies  in  his descrip tion  o f the d i f fe r e n t  types 

o f  goals and th is  is  a case o f where th is  has happened. That is ,  

the bureaucrat may be a zea lo t or an advocate in order to fu r th e r  

his climber ambitions. However, i t  may also be the case th a t  those 

d irec tors  strongly favoring th is  type o f  position  s t i l l  have not
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formulated any p rec ise  goals. I f *  as many w r ite rs  suggest* goals 

and asp ira tions r is e  w ith  success, we may very well f in d  these 

d ire c to rs  becoming clim bers. Gordon Black discusses the pro fes­

s io n a l iz a t io n  o f  those comnltted to  a p o l i t i c a l  career and found
2

those w ith  progressive ambitions to be more p ro fe s s io n a lly  o r ien ted .

I expect a s im ila r  f in d in g .  I a lso  p re d ic t  th a t  those d ire c to rs  

who have a high preference fo r  in flue n c ing  p o lic y  w i l l  a lso  t r y  to  

be innovative. As we saw in  Chapter I I I ,  many o f the background 

v ariab les  c o rre la te d  s im i la r ly  w ith  clim ber ambition and w ith  th is  

In d ic a to r  o f  the d ir e c to r 's  in te re s t  in  in flu e n c in g  pub lic  health  

p o lIc y .

The f i r s t  hypothesis to be tested  in th is  chapter re la te s  

the background v a r ia b le s  o f  the d ir e c to r  to the Innovation o f the 

department.

Hypothesis C - l : D irectors  w ith  experience 1n p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e
and d ire c to rs  w ithout advanced degrees in  
public  h ea lth  w i l l  tend to be associated  
with less innovative  departments than w i l l  
those d ire c to rs  w ithout experience in  
p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  and those d ire c to rs  w ith  
advanced degrees in  pub lic  h ea lth .

The age o f the d ire c to r  and the number o f  
years o f  p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  experience o f  
the d ir e c to r  w i l l  be in v e rs e ly  co rre la te d  
with the innovation o f  the department.

The age o f  in d iv id u a ls  has been found to be re la te d  to the inno­

vativeness of the in d iv id u a l .  Studies o f  o rg an iza tio n a l innovation  

have supported the argument th a t the age o f  the d ir e c to r  or dominant

manager o f  an o rg an iza tio n  is  an important fa c to r  in  the innovation
3

o f the o rg an iza tio n . In the previous p ub lic  hea lth  study discussed 

e a r l i e r ,  Mohr v e r i f i e d  the fa c t  th a t  the p ub lic  hea lth  department
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d ire c to r  was one o f  the most important fac tors  involved 1 n the  

department's innovation . He and K ytlnger found c o rre la t io n s  between 

age and departmental Innovation but they were not strong. Rogers 

and others found age to be re la te d  to  innovation In in d iv id u a ls .

But one must in q u ire  fu r th e r  as to  why age is  re la te d  to  inno­

v a tion , e i th e r  p o s it iv e ly  or n eg a tiv e ly  and why i t  is  not con­

s is te n t ly  or s tro n g ly  re la te d .  And what expla ins Mohr's f ind in gs  

th a t  those o ld e r  health  o f f ic e r s  1n la rg e r  departments who have

had a strong ca re er in  pub lic  hea lth  are  associated w ith  g re a te r
4

organ iza tional Innovation. The In terven ing  variab les  o f  am bition ,  

as c la s s if ie d  according to  the clim ber and conserver typology, can 

help expla in  and c l a r i f y  th is .

Not only age but a number o f  o ther fac to rs  are l i k e l y  to be 

re la te d  to the in d iv id u a l 's  personal and professional goals . His 

t ra in in g ,  former c a re er ,  and professional commitment may a l l  i n f l u ­

ence his goals , h is a b i l i t y  to obta in  and u t i l i z e  in fo rm atio n , to  

persuade, to le a d , and u lt im a te ly  upon the degree to which he is  

responsible fo r  innovation w ith in  the department which he d ir e c ts .  

Part o f  hypothesis C-l is  th a t  age is  n eg ative ly  co rre la te d  w ith  

innovation. However, other fa c to rs  involved here w i l l  probably  

re s u lt  in a ra th e r  weak c o r re la t io n .  I f  fac to rs  such as p r iv a te  

prac tice  and p u b lic  health  t r a in in g  were c o n tro l le d ,  age would 

l i k e ly  to be s tron g ly  re la te d  to  innovation. The major purpose 

o f  the remaining analysis is  to  determine i f  ambition o f the  

d ire c to r  is important fo r  innovation.
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The hypothesis th a t age is  re la te d  to  the career goals o f

bureaucrats has already been te s te d . From ambition theory we obtain
5

the axiom th a t  goals are re le v a n t fo r  behavior. I  have also  

tested  hypotheses l in k in g  o ther c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  in d iv id u a ls  

to  some expression o f t h e i r  ambitions and w i l l  now discuss and 

t e s t  hypotheses which l in k  these expressions w ith  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

o f  departments, including innovation. The t ra in in g  o f the d ir e c to r  

is  another fa c to r  that would be expected to have an in fluence on 

the d i r e c to r ’ s w ill in gness  and a b i l i t y  to innovate. We have a lready  

found th a t  the d ir e c to r 's  t r a in in g  is  re la te d  to  h is expressed 

ambition. Working from the theory and research o u tl in e d  e a r l i e r  

I  would expect th a t  those physicians w ith  a M aster 's  degree or  

Doctorate in  Public  Health would be more concerned w ith  moving up 

in  the profession than with simply m aintain ing or conserving a 

present p o s it io n . The data supported the hypothesis th a t  the  

holding o f an advanced degree in  pub lic  hea lth  was re la te d  to  the 

degree o f conserver ambition. I t  was not, however, re la te d  to  the 

d ir e c to r 's  degree o f  clim ber am bition. The d ir e c to r  w ith an 

advanced degree is  l ik e ly  to be more in n o v a tiv e , though, as he 

w i l l  have c lo se r  access to in form ation  about new programs in  

public  hea lth  and closer t ie s  to  p ro fess ionals  in  schools o f  pub lic  

health . I f  he has invested the time and e f f o r t  in to  g e tt in g  an 

advanced degree, his o r ie n ta t io n  w i l l  be more toward th is  p ro fe s ­

sion than w i l l  a d ire c to r  who has not invested in  the degree. This 

also suggests, in  turn th a t  am bition , a t  le a s t  conserver am bition ,  

w i l l  be re la te d  to  innovation.
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The former career o f  the d ir e c to r  should a lso  be re la te d  

to his a b i l i t y  and w ill in g n e ss  to Innovate. Those physicians having 

spent a g rea t deal o f  time In  p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  would not be as 

l i k e ly  to  have the In te re s t *  experience, knowledge, or perhaps the 

in c l in a t io n  to attem pt to  Implement many o f  the newer goals o f  

public  h ea lth . So we would expect those w ith  more p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  

experience to be less innovative . T h e ir  professional s o c ia l iz a t io n  

would not be such as to support innovation In  p ub lic  health  e ith e r .* *  

In f a c t ,  those d ire c to rs  coming from p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  would probably  

r e s is t  the adoption o f  many n o n -tra d it io n a l  programs in pub lic  

hea lth .

But also  those d ire c to rs  w ith  more t ra in in g  in  pub lic  hea lth  

would have a g re a te r  conmitment to  th is  profession and would be more 

l i k e ly  to be c lim bers. And th is  is  what I found in  te s t in g  the 

hypothesis th a t  there  was a re la t io n s h ip  between the p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  

experience o f  the d ir e c to r  and h is am bition. The re la t io n s h ip s  

between p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  and innovation  expressed in  hypothesis 

C-l are th ere fo re  p red ic ted .

The des ire  o f  the d ire c to r  to be able to  in fluen ce  p ub lic  

health  p o lic y  is  expected to be re la te d  to the d ir e c to r 's  w il l in g n e s s  

to innovate. A d ir e c to r  th a t wanted to be in a p o s it io n  to  in fluen ce  

p o licy  would be expected to have more o f a p o s it iv e  e f fe c t  on inno­

vation  than someone who did not care about a f fe c t in g  p o l ic y .  So 

I  expect to f in d  th a t  the c h a ra c te r is t ic s  re la te d  p o s it iv e ly  to  

clim ber ambition to also be re la te d  p o s i t iv e ly  to  innovation and 

those c h a ra c te r is t ic s  re la te d  n e g a tiv e ly  to conserver ambition to
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be negatively re la ted  to Innovation. The fo llow ing hypotheses, 

also discussed in Chapter I I ,  are re -s ta ted :

Hypothesis C-2: There w i l l  be a p o s it ive  c o rre la tio n  between
the degree o f  climber ambition o f the 
d ire c to r  and the resources o f the depart­
ment and a negative c o rre la tio n  between 
the degree o f conserver ambition and 
resources.

Hypothesis C-3: The degree o f climber ambition o f the
d ire c to r  w i l l  be p o s it iv e ly  correlated  
with the innovation o f  the department and 
the degree o f  conserver ambition w i l l  be 
negative ly  corre la ted  with innovation.

Following the theory outlined  in Chapter I ,  I hypothesize 

the type o f department in which the d if fe re n t  types of d irectors  

w i l l  be found. D irectors o f la rg e r  departments w i l l  tend to be 

climbers ra ther than conservers and d irec tors  o f  smaller depart­

ments w i l l  tend to be conservers ra th e r  than climbers. So we 

should f in d  a co rre la tio n  between ambition o f the d ire c to r  and 

innovation of the department even though we do not claim th a t  the 

d irec tors  cause innovation. The c o rre la tio n  should be found i f  

d irec tors  o f la rg e r  departments tend to be climbers and la rg e r  

departments are more innovative.

Downs argues th a t bureaucrats w i l l  be a ttra c te d  to those 

organizations or bureaus in which they can most l ik e ly  accomplish 

th e ir  career ob jectives . I f  a climber is  not able to accomplish 

his goals in his present s itu a tio n  he w i l l  more l i k e ly  consider 

leaving than w i l l  the conserver or he w i l l  change his goals.

That i s ,  he w i l l  lower his asp irations or higher asp ira tions w i l l  

f a i l  to  develop i f  the d ire c to r  or other bureaucrat is  not able to
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leave a s itu a tio n  in  which the re a l iz a t io n  o f  climber goals is  

f ru s tra te d .^

I f  climbers do attempt to maximize power, income, and 

pres tige , then they would be expected to seek out the la rg e r  depart­

ments. They may not ye t be in these departments, though. But I 

would expect that some o f these ind iv idua ls  desirous o f a d ire c to r ­

ship o f  a large department would have a tta in e d  th e ir  goal. Also we 

would expect some to f in d  th a t they p re fe r  the large department 

a f t e r  being there. L ite ra tu re  in psychology and decision-making
g

shows th a t asp irations tend to r is e  w ith  success. Schlesinger 

points out that s tru c tu ra l conditions, th a t  i s ,  the opportunities
g

a v a ila b le  in  a s itu a t io n  give r is e  to ambitions.

The c o rre la t io n  is not l ik e ly  to be strong, though, as some 

climbers may be in  smaller departments. However, the dynamics o f  

the development o f ambitions w i l l  play a p art here. I f  climber 

ambitions are f a i r l y  well established by t r a in in g ,  age, and past 

employment experience, I would expect to f in d  a good number of 

climbers in  sm aller departments. These d irec to rs  would be on th e i r  

way up, so to speak. On the other hand, i f  climber asp irations  

and ambitions only develop with experience and success, including  

experience in  la rg e r  departments, a stronger association should be 

found between climber ambition and the resources o f the department.

A four va ria b le  path model analyzed in  the la s t  section o f th is  

chapter w i l l  attempt to separate the development o f  ambition due 

to background from the e f fe c t  o f departmental variab les .
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On the other hand we would not expect conservers to be in  

the la rger departments. They are more l ik e ly  to be found in smaller 

departments. Since there is  some in d ica tio n  that conserver ambition 

is f a i r l y  strong among those d irec tors  w ith  a p a r t ic u la r  set of 

c h a ra c te r is t ic s ,  I would expect a f a i r l y  strong negative c o rre la tio n  

between conserver ambition and resources o f the department (see 

Table 3 -4 ,  Chapter I I I ) .

I f  we f in d  climbers in  departments which are innovative ,  

we can then see how much th is  helps to account fo r  the variance in 

innovation and can continue the argument th a t  climbers do perhaps 

use innovation as a strategy to advance th e i r  in te re s ts . Climber 

ambition may a f fe c t  the innovation of the department e i th e r  inde­

pendently or in  some combination with the resources of the depart­

ment. The jo in t  e ffe c ts  o f ambition and resources w i l l  be explored 

in a la te r  section of th is  chapter.

Departments, Data, and Variables

For the analysis in  th is  section which combined the d ire c to r  

data with data on departmental va r ia b les , some o f the missing data 

fo r  the d irectors  was replaced with the arithm etic  means o f  the 

variab les or estimated by use o f m u lt ip le  regression equations. In 

a l l ,  missing data was replaced or estimated fo r  e ight o f 30 d irec tors .  

I f  complete data fo r  a d ire c to r  was missing, regression equations, 

o f  course, could not be used. Some o f  the d ire c to rs ,  however, had 

fa i le d  to answer one or more o f the questions and these missing 

data were estimated on the basis o f other information about them.
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The data fo r  four variab les was estimated. The variab les fo r  which 

data was estimated were the responses to the preference rankings 

of the three positions and age. Age was replaced by the arithm etic  

mean o f th a t  v a r ia b le . I f  information was missing fo r  several of 

the va r ia b les , missing values on the preference ranking variables  

were also replaced by the arithm etic  mean.

I t  was necessary to do th is  because missing data would have 

g rea tly  reduced the sample size in  terms o f both the departments 

and d ire c to rs . I  did not estimate missing data fo r  the analysis of  

the d irec to rs  alone because i t  was necessary to es tab lish  the 

existence o f  the re lationsh ips between d ire c to r  c h a ra c te r is t ic s  on 

the basis o f the o r ig in a l data co lle c te d . However, once these 

re lationsh ips were established, I f e l t  more comfortable estimating  

the data fo r  the remaining d irec tors . Some o f the analysis with  

the d irec to rs  and departments can be checked with the previous 

analysis to note i f  any differences obtain between the two analyses.

The use o f estimated data here should not a f fe c t  the magnitude of

the re la tionsh ips  very much. Any bias should be conservative,

that is ,  the re la tionsh ips  would be weakened ra ther than strengthened.^®

Adoption as Dependent Variable

In order to be able to reasonably a t t r ib u te  an innovation  

to the d ire c to r  who f i l l e d  out the questionnaire , only the adoption 

measure o f  innovation is  used in th is  section. A ll  o f the programs 

in th is  index were very new and the index is  based on the adoption 

of the program only, not on the times o f adoption. Also since the
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planning fo r  any adoption probably took place p r io r  to 1972, those 

departments whose d irec to rs  began th e i r  present tenure a f t e r  

December 30, 1971 were removed from the analysis . There were three  

departments removed fo r  th is  reason.

Three o f the d irec tors  were d irec tors  o f two departments.

In order to include the departmental data fo r  these departments 

but to avoid including the d ire c to r  data twice fo r  each o f  the 

d ire c to rs ,  the data fo r  these departments was given a weight o f  

o ne-ha lf in  the s ta t is t ic a l  r o u t in e s .^  This creates the p o ten tia l  

fo r  bias but some co rre la tio n s  computed without weighting procedure 

indicated only very s l ig h t  d iffe rences in  the re s u lts . So t h i r t y -  

three departments remain in  th is  section o f  the analysis but six  

of them are given only one -ha lf  the weight o f  the remaining depart­

ments. This l e f t  a reported N o f 30 fo r  the s t a t is t ic a l  routines.

Although I argue th a t climbers w i l l  be found in innovative  

departments, even though they may not be responsible fo r  the inno­

vation , I have also argued th a t climbers do t ry  to innovate. In 

order to make an inference concerning the e f fe c t  o f  ambition on 

innovation, i t  was necessary to be able to reasonably assume that  

the d ire c to r  who returned the questionnaire was a t  le a s t p a r t ly  

responsible fo r  the innovation o f the department.

Departmental Factors

Since the purpose o f  th is  section o f analysis was to assess 

the jo in t  e ffe c ts  o f  departmental variab les and ambition on inno­

va tion , a s ingle or composite measure o f  departmental variab les  was
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sought. A ll o f the departmental variab les were highly corre la ted

with  each other and some o f  them so high th a t em p ir ic a lly  they

could be said to be measuring the same th ing. So there did not

seem to much b e n e fit  in  constructing an index out o f  the s ix

departmental va ria b les . 1 have argued th a t resources was perhaps

the s ing le  most important variab le  o f  th is  set fo r  innovation.

That i s ,  resources made i t  possible fo r  the departments to inno-
12vate through expansion o f  the other fa c to rs , except population.

13Mohr found resources to be the most important. Since I  used 

resources fo r  1971 as a measure e a r l i e r  I decided to use i t  as an 

in d ic a to r  o f  the a v a i la b i l i t y  o f departmental resources or as a 

surrogate measure of the e n t ire  set o f  departmental independent 

variab les . Since I was using an innovation measure based on recent 

adoptions, I reasoned th a t I  should also choose a resource measure 

as close to adoption time as possible. T h e o re tica lly  i t  was most 

reasonable to use resources fo r  1971.

The composite measure was done to f a c i l i t a t e  analysis in  

the causal path ana lys is . Inasmuch as a l l  o f the variab les  were 

highly corre la ted  w ith  each other, j o i n t  consideration o f a l l  o f

the departmental fac tors  with ambition was not thought to be very
14advantageous fo r  the purpose of th is  analysis . A fa c to r  analysis

was done and the six  departmental variab les  loaded highly on one

fa c to r .  But o f  these va ria b les , resources had the highest 
15loading. T h e o re tic a lly  and e m p ir ic a l ly ,  the best in d ic a to r  o f  

the complex o f departmental variables responsible fo r  innovation  

seemed to be resources.
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The m ajority  o f  corre la tions computed were rank order—

Spearman's rho— in add ition  to Pearson's r .  Generally rho is  a

good estimate o f Pearson's r  when the re la tionsh ip  between two

variab les Is not c u r v i l i n e a r .^  In most cases in  th is  ana lysis ,

Spearman's rho and Pearson's r  were remarkably s im ila r ,  ind ica tin g

e s s e n tia lly  l in e a r  re la tionsh ips . However, the d iffe ren ce  between

rho and r  fo r  the re la tio n sh ip  between adoption and resources fo r

1971 was la rge , in d ica tin g  that th is  re la tion sh ip  was c u rv i l in e a r .

A scattergram of the re la tio n sh ip  ind icated  th a t a c u rv i l in e a r

re la tion sh ip  was necessary to f i t  the association between adoption

and resources 1 9 7 1 .^  A transformation of th is  resource variab le

was calculated and th is  transformed variab le  used as the in d ica to r

of departmental resources. The transformed variab le  was equal to
18the logarithm to the base 10 o f resources 1971.

Tests o f Ambition Hypotheses 

Table 4-1 gives the corre la tions between d ire c to r  background 

variables and the adoption measure o f  Innovation. Age is very 

weakly corre lated with innovation but in  the expected d ire c tio n .

Older d irec tors  are only s l ig h t ly  more associated with less inno­

vative departments. However, the remaining d ire c to r  character­

is t ic s  are moderately corre la ted  with the innovation of the depart­

ments and in the predicted d ire c tio n . The d ire c to r  variab les  

corre la ted  with ambition are also co rre la ted  with innovation except 

fo r  age which has only a s l ig h t  c o rre la t io n  with adoption.

Table 4-2 shows the co rre la tio ns  between the resources measure 

and adoption and the ambition measures. Both types of ambition are
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corre la ted  with resources In  the predicted d ire c t io n . The stronger 

the climber tendencies and the weaker the conserver tendencies, 

the more the d ire c to r  is  l ik e ly  to be associated with departments 

with less resources. The p o licy  ambition measure is only s l ig h t ly  

associated with resources. Tables 4-4 and 4-5  also d isplay the 

association between resources and ambition.

Table 4-3 shows the corre la tions between d ire c to r  ambition 

and innovation. These also support the hypothesis. Climber ambition 

is  p o s it iv e ly  corre la ted  with innovation although the c o rre la tio n  

Is only moderate. Policy ambition shows the same c o rre la tio n  to 

innovation as does climber ambition. Conserver ambition shows the 

strongest co rre la tio n  w ith  departmental innovation. Degree o f con­

server ambition is  negatively corre la ted  with innovation in  th is  

set o f departments.

I t  appears th a t a strong preference fo r  conserver positions  

emerges as age increases. But a t  younger ages, the preference fo r  

higher p os itions , while g rea ter than a t  o ld er ages, is  not as strong 

as the preference fo r  conserver positions is  among the o lder d ire c to rs .  

Hain found a strong s ta t ic  ambition emerging w ith  increasing age 

among the s ta te  le g is la to rs  he analyzed. I t  could be th a t those 

with climber ambitions set th e ir  sights on some m id-level goal and 

not a t  the top o f the job hierarchy. This may be due to a type o f  

contingency planning in which the younger pub lic  health d ire c to r  

waits to see what happens in his career before deciding on a goal.

I t  also suggests support fo r  the find ing  th a t a person's asp irations  

r is e  with success and th a t one's ambitions are shaped by present
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TABLE 4 - 1 . — C o rre la tio ns  Between D ire c to r  C h a ra c te r is t ic s  and
Adoption.

P r iv a te  Number o f  Years o f  Advanced Degree 
Age P rac tice  P r iv a te  P ra c tic e  in  P ub lic  Health

Adoption - . 0 6  - . 3 0  - . 4 2  .53
(N=30) (N=25) (N=17) (N=25)

TABLE 4 - 2 . — C o rre la tio ns  Between Adoption and Ambition and Departmental
Resources.

Climber Conserver Po li cy
Adoption Ambi t io n Ambition Ambi t io n

Resources3
( lo g )

.39 .34 - .3 8 .06

aThis is  a transform ation  o f  the resource measure fo r  1971. 
The transform ation  is resources = log 10 (resources 1971).

TABLE 4 - 3 . — C o rre la tions Between D ire c to r  Ambition and Adoption.

Climber Conserver Pol i cy
Ambition Ambi t io n Ambi t io n

Adoption .26 - .5 2 .26

C o rre la tio n s  are Pearson r ’ s.
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TABLE 4 - 4 .— D ire c to r 's  Preference fo r  Position as D irector o f  A Large
Department by Resources.

Di r e c to r ' s Prefe rence

High Medium Low

Low 1 ( 1 1 %) 6  (40%) 3 (38%)

Resources Medium 2 (22%) 6  (40%) 3 (38%)
1971

High 6  (67%) 3 (20%) 2 (25%)

9 (100%) 15 (100%) 8  (100%) N = 31
Gamma = - .2 9

TABLE 4 -5 .— D ire c to r 's  Preference 
Small Department th a t is

fo r  Position as 
Stable in  Size

D irector o f  a 
by Resources.

D ire c to r 's  Preference

High Medium Low

Low 3 (33%) 6 (38%) 1 (14 *)

Resources Medium 4 (45%) 5 (31%) 2 (29 *)
1971

High 2 (2 2 %) 5 (31%) 4 (57*)

9 (100%) 16 ( 1 0 0 %) 7 (100*) N .  32
Ganna -  .30

Resources Low = 83*300 to 176,400 
Medium = 193,400 to 413,700 

High = 483,400 to 11,747,100
in d o lla rs .
Preference High = 1 - 4  

Med i loti = 5-6  
Low *  7-8

The gamma's are in the predicted d ire c t io n . The way the tables  
are set up causes gamma fo r  Table 4 -2 -a  to be negative and gamma fo r  
Table 4 -2 -b  to be p o s it iv e . As resources increase climber ambition 
increases and conserver ambition decreases.
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19and past successes. As a health  o f f ic e r ,  or other bureaucrat, gains 

experience and success In  a p os it io n , he Is  able to see what Is  

reasonable fo r  him to obtain  from that p o s it io n . He can judge what 

others have done 1 n s im ila r  positions and can use the resources a t  

hand to accomplish things th a t he had not previously thought l ik e ly .

M u lt iv a r ia te  Models o f Innovation

Up to th is  point I have investigated the re lationships  

between departmental factors  and Innovation, ind iv idual factors  

and Innovation, and ind iv idual and departmental factors and have 

not d e a lt  with re la tionsh ips among the three sets o f  variab les .

This w i l l  be covered in the next section o f  the analysis.

The analysis has, o f course, been leading up to tes t the 

hypothesis th a t innovation I f  a function o f  departmental character­

is t ic s  and d ire c to r  c h a ra c te r is t ic s .  However, in  terms of the 

d ire c to r ,  I w i l l  i n i t i a l l y  consider the ambition measures ra ther  

than the background variab les . A f in a l  piece o f  analysis w i l l  

include both o f these. The general hypothesis to be tested in  

th is  section o f  analysis is :

Hypothesis D - l :  The Innovation o f  the department is  a
function of the resources of the depart­
ment and the ambition o f  the d ire c to r .

The prime purpose of th is  section is to assess the re la t iv e  in f lu ­

ence of each set o f factors  on innovation and to determine the 

jo in t  e f fe c ts  o f  resources and ambition on innovation.

The f i r s t  task is  to look a t the a d d it iv e  e ffe c ts  o f  depart­

mental variab les and ambition. Since the ambition measures themselves
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have been found to c o rre la te  w ith  the departmental v a r ia b le s ,  

p a r t ia l  c o r re la t io n  analysis  w i l l  be done to determine i f  the  

re la t io n s h ip s  between innovation and departmental variab les  o r  

th a t  between ambition and innovation , 1s spurious. That 1s, does 

e i th e r  se t o f  va r ia b les  have an e f fe c t  on Innovation th a t 1 s not 

a t t r ib u ta b le  to the o ther. Is c lim ber am bition only found to  

c o rre la te  w ith  innovation because clim ber ambition 1s associated  

w ith  g re a te r  s ize  and resources which in tu rn  are  associated w ith  

more innovation?

According to the theory o u tlin ed  in  Chapter I ,  the m o ti­

vation  o f the d ire c to r  to innovate is im portant fo r  innovation , as 

are the resource c h a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  the department. The ease w ith  

which the d ir e c to r  can obta in  inform ation w i l l  determine how inno­

v a t iv e  he 1s. But i t  may also determine how motivated he 1s to  

be inn o v a tiv e . The d ir e c to r ,  in  a sense, c a lc u la te s  the chances 

o f  obta in ing  some pos ition  based on his present personal resources.

I f  he evaluates them as f a i r l y  low he w i l l  not be very m otivated.

The investment th a t  the d ir e c to r  has in a p u b lic  health  career w i l l  

also determine how motivated he is  to rece ive  a re turn  on a pu b lic  

health  c a re e r . In o ther words th is  w i l l  help determine the d i r e c to r 's  

ambition and his m otivation  to  innovate.

One aspect o f  th is  is  the In te ra c t io n  between the am bition  

o f the d ir e c to r  and the resources o f the department. A d ir e c to r  

w ith  a l o t  o f  ambition cannot do very much i f  the level o f  resources 

is  very low. As the leve l o f  resources increases , the d i r e c t o r ’ s 

ambition w i l l  have a g re a te r  e f f e c t  on inn ovation . However, th is
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w i l l  probably reach both a lower and an upper threshold. With a 

large amount o f  resources, 1 t  w i l l  be easy to Innovate , so th a t  

the d if fe re n c e  1 n ambition w i l l  not be as im portant as i t  would 

be a t  a lower leve l o f  resources. The re s u lts  show th a t  depart­

ments w ith  more resources are  more inn ovative . I  w i l l  need to  

separate the e f fe c ts  o f  ambition from th is  but am f a i r l y  confident  

th a t  the departments w ith  more resources w i l l  be more innovative  

regardless o f the ambition o f  the d ire c to r .  I f  the department 

has a very low leve l o f  resources, though, even a h ighly  motivated  

d ir e c to r  w i l l  not be ab le  to innovate. So w ith  a very low level  

o f  resources d ire c to r  am bition may make l i t t l e  d if fe re n c e  to inno­

v a tio n , but a f t e r  a lower threshold  is surpassed and before an 

upper one is reached, the d i r e c t o r ’ s ambition w i l l  have a large  

e f f e c t  on innovation.

I  w i l l  look a t  the th ree  separate measures o f ambition and

but one measure o f  departmental resources, the transform ation o f
20resources 1971. Some causal modelling w i l l  be done to trace  out 

the sequences o f va riab les  to f i l l  out the model and to suggest a 

new theory o r a rev is io n  i f  necessary.

As we saw, the ambition o f  the d ir e c to r  is  re la te d  to the 

o rg an iza tio n a l variab les  which in turn are  re la te d  to am bition.

The next step is to determine whether i t  is  the o rg an iza tion a l  

va ria b les  in  themselves th a t  determine innovation or i f  these 

va ria b les  are  determinants o f  innovation because o f  the type o f  

d ir e c to r  th a t  they are able to a t t r a c t .  This is  the l in e  o f  

analysis  th a t  w i l l  be pursued in  the fo llo w in g  section .
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A p a r t ia l  so lution  to the above question can be obtained by 

the following procedures. F i r s t ,  i f  i t  1s p r im a rily  the organi­

za tiona l variables and not the d ire c to r  variables th a t determine 

innovation, c o n tro ll in g  fo r  d ire c to r  ambition should not have much 

o f  an e f fe c t  on the p a r t ia l  co rre la tio n  between organizational  

fac tors  and innovation. I f ,  however, organizational factors  

determine innovation only because o f  the type o f d ire c to r  th a t is  

l i k e ly  to be in these departments w ith  c h a rac te r is tic s  th a t are 

favorable to innovation, then c o n tro ll in g  fo r  ambition o f d ire c to r  

should considerably reduce the p a r t ia l .  The methods o f  p a r t ia l  

co rre la tio n  w i l l  be used to do a path analysis . Path models w i l l  

be tested by the p a r t ia l  co rre la tio n  c o e ff ic ie n ts  and included  

to i l lu s t r a t e  the re s u lts .  Path c o e ff ic ie n ts  w i l l  then be computed 

and the models w i l l  be drawn as causal models w ith  these path 

c o e ff ic ie n ts  included.

A second procedure w i l l  be to te s t  fo r  in te ra c tio n  between 

the organizational and d ire c to r  va riab les . As has been previously  

discussed, the organizational resources a v a ila b le  to  the d ire c to r  

w i l l  determine, to some extent how much he can innovate as w i l l  

his desire to innovate. However, the d ire c to r 's  desire to inno­

vate w i l l  not have the same e f fe c t  on innovation a t  a l l  le v e ls  o f  

resources.

Analysis o f  Three-Variable Path Models

In th is  section, p a r t ia l  c o rre la t io n  c o e ff ic ie n ts  between 

the organizational and ambition measures w ith  innovation are
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presented. Causal model path diagrams with c o e ff ic ie n ts  are also  

presented to help assess the r e la t iv e  influence o f  the two sets 

o f Independent variab les . P a r t ia l  c o rre la tio n  and regression  

c o e ff ic ie n ts  were computed and path diagrams developed fo r  the 

department resource va ria b le  and each o f the ambition measures 

taken separately . Although several path models were tes ted , only 

those which were supported by the p a r t ia l  co rre la tio ns  and the 

th eo re tic a l analysis are reported.

Noted on the path a n a ly t ic  diagram are the d irec tio n  and

extent o f the re la t io n s h ip  between the major va ria b les . A ll  o f  

those variables which have been indicated as causally p r io r  are  

taken as the determinants o f each successive v a r ia b le . A number 

o f conventions are usually employed in the representation o f  th is  

type o f  model. They are:

1. Causal re la tionsh ips are indicated by one-way, s tra ig h t  

lined arrows.

2. Non-causal re lationsh ips are represented by curved, 

double headed arrows, representing covaria tion .

3. Those variables posited as being causal are drawn to

the l e f t  o f those regarded as the e f fe c t .

4. The numerical q u a n tit ie s  associated w ith  each arrow
21represent the extent and d ire c tio n  o f  the measured re la t io n s h ip .

In th is an a lys is , the standardized regression c o e ff ic ie n ts  w i l l
22be used as the path c o e ff ic ie n ts  where ca u sa lity  is  implied. 

Covariation w i l l  be measured by the zero-order c o rre la t io n  coef­

f ic ie n t .  S im ila r ly ,  the zero-order c o rre la tio n  c o e f f ic ie n t  can
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be shown to be equal to the standardized regression c o e ff ic ie n t  when 

only one Independent v a r ia b le  1 s associated w ith  any given dependent 

v a r ia b le . ^ 3

Accompanying the path diagrams are the regression equations 

and regression s ta t is t ic s  fo r  the path models. The unstandardized 

regression c o e ff ic ie n ts  (b ) and th e ir  standard e rro rs  {S .E .,  given 

in  parentheses) are given w ith  the equations. The value o f  the F 

s t a t is t i c  fo r  the equation is  also included.

Resources, Climber Ambition and Innovation

C ontro lling  fo r  resources reduces the c o rre la t io n  between 

climber ambition and innovation from r  = .25 to a p a r t ia l  o f r  = .14 ,  

in d ica ting  that some but c e r ta in ly  not a l l  o f the c o rre la tio n  o f  

climber ambition with innovation was due to t h e i r  common co rre la tio n  

with resources. C ontro lling  fo r  climber ambition changes the cor­

re la t io n  between resources and innovation from r  = .39 to a p a r t ia l  

of r  = .34 , ind icating  th a t  resources has a substantia l e f f e c t ,  

separate from the ambition o f the d ire c to r ,  on innovation. The path 

model in  Figure 4-2 was consistent with these data. This is one 

in  which resources has a substantia l e f fe c t  on innovation. Path 

c o e ff ic ie n ts  are included fo r  the model. Figure 4-1 gives the path 

diagrams from which the predicted p a r t ia ls  were generated. The 

s ta t is t ic s  by themselves do not allow  an adequate d iscrim ination  

to be made between the two models. Assumptions must be made about 

the e f fe c t  o f variab les and other evidence must be used in order

to make a conclusion concerning which o f the two models is more 
24appropriate.



149

A. clim ber ambition
(a)

resources
(b)

innovation
(c )

B. innovation

resources

clim ber ambition  
(a )

Pred icted  c o rre la tio n s  Zero order c o rre la t io n s  Actual C orre la tions

r bc.a “ ' 3 9  

r ac .b  “ 0

r bc = 3 9

rac '  2 6

r bc.a ” - 3 4  

rac .b  = 14

Figure 4 - 1 .— Path Diagram fo r  Climber Ambition and Resources with  
Innovation

resources

innovation

clim ber  
ambition

Regression equation fo r  path diagram in Figure 4 -2 .
Innovation = Resources + Climber ambition F = 2.31

b (S .E .)  1 .28 ( .6 9 )  .14  ( .1 8 )
beta .35 .14

Figure 4 - 2 .— Path Model w ith  Path C o e ff ic ie n ts  fo r  Climber Ambition, 
Resources, and Innovation.
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The model in  Figure 4 -2 , Model B from Figure 4-1 with a 

d ire c t  l in k  from ambition to innovation, was chosen, as i t  is  more 

reasonable to suppose th a t the resources o f the department are 

responsible fo r  the ambition o f  the d ire c to r  than th a t the d ire c to r  

causes the departmental resources although he may influence them 

to some extent. Given the range o f  resource levels  in  th is  set  

o f  departments i t  is  unreasonable to assume that the type of  

d ire c to r  is  responsible fo r  the level o f  resources. So although 

the d ire c to r  uses resources to innovate, the causal arrow is drawn 

from resources to ambition to ind ica te  th a t i t  is  the resources of  

the department which cause the ambition o f  the d ire c to r ,  e i th e r  

by the climber being a ttrac ted  to departments with g rea te r  

resources, or the d irec to rs  in departments with g rea ter resources 

developing climber ambitions once they are there.

Resources, Conserver Ambition, and Innovation  

Figure 4-3 gives a path diagram and predicted p a r t ia l  

c o e ff ic ie n ts  generated from i t .  Actual p a r t ia l  and zero-order cor­

re la t io n s  are also given. Model A shows the f i r s t  diagram tested  

fo r  climber ambition and the predicted p a r t ia ls .  However, since 

one can reasonably expect some d ire c t  influence o f ambition on 

innovation, Model B is  drawn and the predicted p a r t ia ls  modified. 

The data indicates substantia l separate e ffe c ts  o f both resources 

and ambition on innovation. However, were i t  not fo r  the conserver

ambition o f  the d ire c to r ,  resources would be even more highly

corre la ted  with innovation. Figure 4 -4  shows the path a n a ly t ic

model with path c o e ff ic ie n ts  added.
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A.

resources
(b)

►innovation
(c )

conserver ambition
(a )

Predicted c o rre la t io n s

r ac .b  ‘  0  

r bc.a -  - 39

Zero-order c o rre la t io n s

r ac *  - 5 2  

r bc ‘  3 9

B.

resources*
(b)

Predicted c o rre la t io n s

r ac.b  -  ® 

r bc.a = 0  r bc

innovation (c)

-conserver ambition (a )  

Actual c o rre la t io n s

r  . = - . 4 3  ac. b

be. a .25

Figure 4 - 3 . — Path Diagram fo r  Conserver Ambition and Resources w ith  
Innovation.

- .3 8

N = 31
.23resources

innovation

- .4 3conserver 
ambi t io n

.31

Regression equation fo r  path diagram in Figure 4 -4 .
Innovation = Resources + Conserver Ambition

b (S .E .)  .85 ( .6 3 )  - . 4 5  ( .1 8 )
beta .23 - . 4 3

F =6.19

Figure 4 - 4 . - -P a th  Diagram w ith  Path C o e ff ic ie n ts  fo r  Conserver 
Ambition, Resources, and Innovation.
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The negative c o rre la t io n  between resources and conserver 

am bition Ind ica tes  th a t  conserver ambition is stronger among the 

d ire c to rs  o f  departments w ith  fewer resources. However, there  

appears to be a d i r e c t  e f f e c t  o f  conserver ambition on innovation ,  

which i s ,  as expected, negative . So we f in d  th a t  resources encourage 

In n ovatio n , conserver ambition tends to block i t .  Although resources 

seem to  in fluence conserver am bition, th a t  i s ,  conservers tend to  

be in  departments w ith  fewer resources; conservers may also have 

the e f f e c t  o f  dampening the growth o f  resources.

Resources, Po licy  Ambition, and Innovation

Although there  is very l i t t l e  c o r re la t io n  between the 

strength  o f  po licy  ambition and resources ( r  = .0 6 ) ,  there is  a 

somewhat stronger p o s it iv e  c o rre la t io n  between th is  type o f ambition  

and innovation. N e ith er  o f  the previous diagrams is l i k e ly  to be 

d e s c r ip t iv e  o f  th is  s i tu a t io n .

The small c o r re la t io n  which appears between the degree o f  

p o lic y  ambition and resources suggests th a t  the e f fe c ts  o f  resources 

and am bition on innovation w i l l  be almost completely separate. The 

p a r t ia ls  are  not l i k e l y  to be much d i f f e r e n t  than the zero -o rder  

c o rre la t io n s .  The diagram and pred icted  p a r t ia ls  in  Figure 4 -5  

are those expected fo r  p o lic y  ambition and resources w ith  innovation.  

The p a r t ia ls  are e s s e n t ia l ly  the same as the zero -o rder c o rre la t io n s .  

Only the actual p a r t ia l  between resources and innovation is  increased  

s l ig h t l y .  But the e f fe c ts  o f  resources and ambition on innovation  

are e s s e n t ia l ly  separate from each o ther.
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Figure 4-6 shows the path diagram w ith  path c o e ff ic ie n ts .

The small co rre la tio n  between resources and po licy  ambition is  

i l lu s t r a te d  by a double-headed arrow. I  had speculated th a t  those 

with a high degree o f in te re s t  in  influencing  policy may be in  

smaller departments due to t h e i r  age and inexperience, hypothesizing  

that these would be younger d irec to rs  ju s t  out o f  school w ith  th e ir  

M.D. or M.P.H. Thus, someone with th is  type o f ambition would be 

found in smaller departments. The data do not support the specu­

la t io n  th a t  the degree o f  po licy  ambition is  corre la ted  negative ly  

with resources. So no causal d irec tio n  is  implied between these 

variab les a t  th is  point.

In these models resources has a stronger e f fe c t  on inno­

vation than has ambition except fo r  the degree o f conserver ambition 

which has a higher path c o e f f ic ie n t  than does resources (see Figure 

4 -4 ) .

In te ra c tio n

The previous th re e -v a r ia b le  causal models have assumed

a d d i t iv i ty  o f the e ffe c ts  o f  independent va ria b les . However, th is

might not be as r e a l is t ic  as a m u lt ip l ic a t iv e  re la t io n s h ip . We

may expect an innovative ly  minded d ire c to r  to have more e f fe c t  where

there is  some s u f f ic ie n t  level o f resources than where resources

are very small. In very small resource departments, an innovative*
d ire c to r  might not have much, i f  any, e f fe c t  a t  a l l  on resources.

Forbes and Tufte suggest th a t  causal models and path c o e ff ic ie n ts
25may d i f f e r  fo r  d i f fe r e n t  subsets o f a set o f  data.



154

Resources
(b)

innovation
(c)

Policy ambition

Predicted co rre la tio n s  Actual co rre la tio ns  Zero-order corre la tio n s  

= .35be. a

h = * 26  dC* b

r, = . 39 be. s

K = * 26ac. b

r bc ■ - 3 9  

rac '  ‘ 26

Figure 4 - 5 . --P ath  Diagram of Resources and Policy Ambition Innovation.

resources .38

innovation

policy  
ambi tion

.24

N = 30

Regression equation fo r  path model in  Figure 4 -6 .
Innovation = Resources + Policy ambition
b (S .E .)  1.40 ( .6 3 )  .31 ( .2 2 )  F = 3.60

Figure 4 - 6 .— Path Diagram with Path C o eff ic ien ts  fo r  Resources and 
Policy Ambition with Innovation.
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In  order to te s t  fo r  In te rac tion  and to te s t the previous 

models w ith d i f fe re n t  subsets o f  the data, the health departments 

were divided in to  subgroups on the basis o f  resources. Innovation  

was then regressed on each o f the ambition measures fo r  each sub­

group. I f  there was in te ra c t io n  between the level o f resources 

and innovation the regression co e ff ic ie n ts  fo r  the two groups would 

d i f f e r  from each other and from the regression c o e ff ic ie n t  fo r  the 

e n t ire  group o f  departments. S p e c if ic a l ly ,  the regression coef­

f ic ie n ts  o f innovation on ambition would be sm aller in the group 

of departments with g rea ter resources. I  have argued th a t la rg e r  

departments are able to innovate because o f  the resources and 

personnel a v a ila b le . Although the leadership o f the d ire c to r  may 

be important, i t  w i l l  have less e f fe c t  r e la t iv e  to resources than 

w i l l  the leadership in  sm aller departments. The e f fe c t  o f  the 

d ire c to r  in the smaller departments r e la t iv e  to resources w i l l  be 

greater as these departments generally  w i l l  not have the adequate 

s ta f f  and resources to Innovate without the encouragement o f  the 

d ire c to r .  There may be considerable pressure from the professional 

s ta f f  on the d irec tors  o f  large departments to adopt innovative  

programs. This pressure would not be present in  the smaller depart­

ments and the d ire c to r  is  la rg e ly  responsible fo r  encouraging inno­

vation.

The set o f departments was divided a t  the median fo r  the 

transformed resources v a r ia b le  into  high and low subgroups. The 

regressions o f  innovation on ambition were run fo r  the to ta l  group 

and fo r  both subgroups. Table 4-6 presents the regression
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TABLE 4 - 6 .— Regression C o e ff ic ie n ts  o f  Innovation on Ambition fo r  a l l  
Departments and Low and High Resource Departments.

Expressed 
Ambi t io n beta b (S .E .)

A. A l l  Departments
(N = 33) Climber .26 .25 ( .1 9 )

Conserver - .5 2 - .5 5  ( .1 7 )
Pol 1cy .26 .34 ( .2 5 )

B. Low Resource Subgroup
(N = 16) Climber .37 .43 ( .3 1 )

Conserver - .3 2 - .3 8  ( .2 3 )
P o licy .13 .15 ( .3 0 )

C. High Resource Subgroup
(N = 15) Climber .16 .15 ( .2 5 )

Conserver - .6 4 - .7 2  ( .2 4 )
Po licy .39 .54 ( .3 5 )

c o e f f ic ie n ts  fo r  a l l  three groups. These re s u lts  in d ic a te  th a t  there  

is  in te ra c t io n  between resources and am bition. The regression coef­

f i c i e n t  (e i th e r  standardized or unstandardized) o f  innovation on 

clim ber ambition is  g re a te r  in the subgroup w ith  low resources than 

in  the to ta l  or in  the subgroup w ith  high resources. There is also  

in te ra c t io n  between the other two ambition measures and resources 

on innovation (see Table 4 -6 ) .  However, the c o e f f ic ie n ts  are g rea ter  

in  the high resources subgroup than in the low resources subgroup 

fo r  both conserver and p o licy  am bition.

The regression c o e ff ic ie n ts  show th a t  c lim ber ambition has 

a stronger e f f e c t  on innovation in the low resources subgroup than 

in the high resources subgroup. One explanation  fo r  th is  is  th a t
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larger departments tend to be more Innovative than small depart­

ments anyway so th a t the ambition o f  the d ire c to r  does not have 

much added e f fe c t*  These la rg e r  departments have more sp e c ia lt ie s  

and professional personnel which lead to Innovation so the inno- 

va tiv e ly  minded d ire c to r  is  not as Important to them. Smaller 

departments, w ith some minimum level o f  resources, need the inno- 

va tive ly  minded d ire c to r  in order to innovate. In fa c t ,  the 

d irec tor may be the most important fa c to r  in innovation fo r  these 

smaller departments. Resources, both money and personnel, are not 

quite s u f f ic ie n t  in themselves fo r  these small departments but 

with a d ire c to r  who is a climber they are able to innovate. So 

we see the d ire c to r 's  climber ambition having more o f an e f fe c t  

on innovation in smaller departments. However, there may be a 

threshold o f  resources below which the ambition o f the d ire c to r  

w il l  have l i t t l e  impact on innovation. I f  the resources are too 

low the department w i l l  not be able to innovate regardless o f  the 

determination of the d ire c to r .

The regression c o e ff ic ie n ts  fo r  conserver ambition ind icate  

that there is  in te ra c t io n  between th is  v a r ia b le  and resources.

The e f fe c t  o f  conserver ambition is g rea te r in  the departments 

with la rg e r amounts o f  resources than in those with less. Note 

again th a t the e f fe c t  o f the degree o f  conserver ambition on 

innovation is  negative, the more the d ire c to r  tends to have con­

server am bitions, the less innovative is  his department. I t  appears 

that the conserver d ire c to r  may a c t iv e ly  be a b a rr ie r  to  innovation  

in the la rg e r  departments. A discussion from Downs may help explain  

th is .
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Downs re fers  to what he c a l ls  the " shrinking v io le t  syndrome."

The excessive t e r r i t o r ia l  s e n s i t iv i ty  o f  o ther social agents 
makes 1t  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  a bureau to avoid s t i r r in g  up c o n f l ic ts  
when i t  changes i t s  own behavior. Since these c o n flic ts  are 
often extremely costly to  the bureau, i t  normally seeks s t r a te ­
gies by which i t  can minimize the amount o f  c o n f l ic t  engendered 
while i t  is  carrying out i t s  necessary changes.27

Downs claims that any change in a bureau which has external

e ffe c ts  w i l l  engender some c o n f l ic t  in the environment. I f  th is

is the case, then we would expect conservers to be less w il l in g

than climbers to enact changes and to enact those changes which

are l ik e ly  to cause the leas t c o n f l ic t .  In the public  health

departments, c o n f l ic t  is  most l ik e ly  to come from the local medical
28association and re c a lc it ra n t  county commissioners.

The conserver, in his desire  to minimize c o n f l ic t ,  w i l l  

not be as l i k e ly  as the climber to adopt new, n on -trad itio na l  

programs. I f  his department grows, I t  w i l l  be in  terms of expanding 

ex is tin g  programs ra ther than in i t i a t in g  new ones. The climber, 

on the other hand, w i l l  be more w i l l in g  to face c o n f l ic t  and w i l l  

be more w i l l in g  to adopt new programs. The climber w i l l  not be 

as frightened by c o n f l ic t  as the conserver. Since he is  more 

w il l in g  to change jobs he does not have to worry about l iv in g  in 

the environment. He w i l l  probably t ry  to a f fe c t  changes that  

public health professionals who he views as s ig n if ic a n t  perceive  

as important and w i l l  weight the benefits  o f the new programs 

against the d i s - u t i l 1 ty of c o n f l ic t .

Perhaps the most important thing is  th a t  those who are 

conservers do not ac tiv e ly  support innovation in  smaller departments.
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Since those departments are not l ik e ly  to be Innovative without

the Influence o f  an Innovative minded d ire c to r ,  the conserver does

not block innovation as 1 t  would not take place without the help

o f  the d ire c to r .  The la rg e r departments would be more innovative

i f  i t  were not fo r  the degree o f  conserver ambition. The re su lt

is  a smaller e f fe c t  o f  conserver ambition on Innovation in the

departments w ith  lower resources.

Regression equations including an in te ra c tio n  term were

run and are given in Table 4 -7 . The in te ra c tio n  term was Resources

x Ambition and was added to the regression equations fo r  the path

models to determine how much add itiona l variance could be explained

by the in te ra c tio n  between these two variab les . The inclusion of

the in te ra c tio n  term contributed very l i t t l e  to the amount o f
2

variance explained. The R term fo r  the o r ig in a l equation without

the in te ra c tio n  term 1s presented fo r  comparison in Table

As Mohr found, although in te ra c t io n  is present, the ad d it ive

models provide almost as good a f i t  to the data as do the
29equations w ith  in te ra c tio n  terms. Blalock notes th a t f a i r l y

good a d d it iv e  approximations o f  re la tionsh ips  that are a c tu a lly
30more complex are to be expected.

Four Variab le  Models o f Innovation  

In the f in a l  section, a path model is  developed to l in k  

together a l l  o f  the sets o f  fac tors  d ea lt  with in  the analysis up 

to th is  po int. This complete model includes the fo ur fac tors :  

Departmental resources, d ire c to r  background c h a ra c te r is t ic s ,



TABLE 4-7.—Regression Equations fo r M ultip lica tive Four-Variable Models.

Innovation = Resources + Climber ambition + Resources x Climber ambition

b (S.E.) 
beta

.50 (2.69) 

.136
.64 (1.68) 
.64

.13 (.44) 

.48

R2 = .18 
F - 1.84

2
(R without interaction term = .17)

Innovation = Resources + Conserver ambition + Resources x Conserver ambition

b (S.E.) 
beta

.41 (2.35) 

.112
-.21 (1.25) 
-.20

.07 (.35) 

.295
2

r  = ,32
F = 3.99

2
(R without interaction term = .31)

Innovation = Resources + Policy ambition + Resources x Policy ambition

b (S.E.) 
beta

.14 (1.22) 

.31
.68 (1.50) 
.52

.10 (.39) 

.29
2

R = .21 
F = 2.34

2
(R without interaction term = .21)

09 
L
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d i r e c to r  a m b it io n , and in n o v a tio n . The tra n s fo rm a tio n  o f  th e  1971

to ta l  budget f ig u re  was used as an in d ic a to r  o f  departmental

resources. A composite index o f the background c h a ra c te r is t ic s

o f the d ire c to r  was constructed. The variab les  age, number o f

years o f  p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e ,  and advanced degree in  p u b lic  h e a lth

were scored so th a t  they ranged from 0  to 1 0 0  and the d ir e c to r 's

score obtained by summing the score f o r  each and d iv id in g  by the

number o f  v a r ia b le s . Some o f the values fo r  the number o f  years

o f p r iv a te  p ra c tic e  were missing so the sum o f the remaining two

va ria b les  in the index was d iv ided by two. I f  the number o f

years o f  p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  was a v a i la b le  the sum was d iv ided  by

three . The advantages o f th is  procedure are th a t  i t  weights each

v a r ia b le  in the index the same and allows fo r  s im ila r  ranges and
31variances fo r  each. I t  also aids in  handling the missing data.

For the index p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  was not included as a separate  

v a r ia b le .  However, those d ire c to rs  w ith ou t any p r iv a te  p ra c t ic e  

were assigned the value 0  on the v a r ia b le  number o f  years o f  p r iv a te  

p ra c t ic e  and included in th is  manner.

This index is  used to f a c i l i t a t e  the completion o f the

linkages among the four aspects o f  the model. The ana lys is  o f  

only two measures o f  ambition w i l l  be included here: climber

and conserver am bition. Path models w i l l  be presented using 

measures o f  these two types o f am bition. Figures 4-7 and 4-8 

show the c o rre la t io n s  between the ind ices  fo r  each o f  the fac to rs  

in the schematic model.
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clim ber ambition

.34 .30 .26

adoptionresources
.39

.28 .50
d ire c to r  c h a ra c te r is t ic s

(background)

Figure 4 - 7 .— C orre la tions  Among Four Elements o f  Departmental 
Innovation Model Using the Degree o f Climber 
Ambi t io n .

conserver ambition

- .3 8 - .5 2

adoptionresources
.39

.28 .50
d ire c to r  c h a ra c te r is t ic s

(background)

Figure 4 - 8 .— C orre la tions Among Four Elements o f  Departmental 
Innovation Model Using the Degree o f  Conserver 
Ambi t io n .
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Two models are  evaluated fo r  each type o f  am bition. The 

f i r s t  model includes a d ir e c t  path from background c h a ra c te r is t ic s  

to  d ire c to r  am bition only and no d ir e c t  path from background to  

innovation. The second model includes a d ir e c t  path from background 

to  innovation. The assumption o f a d d i t i v i t y ,  as we saw in the 

previous section  is not v a l id .  In te ra c t io n  e f fe c ts  w i l l  be d is ­

cussed in the fo llo w in g  section.

Path models fo r  c lim ber ambition are i l l u s t r a t e d  in  Figure  

4 - 9 .  Notice th a t  a s u b s ta n t ia l ly  g re a te r  amount o f  variance in  

innovation is  exp la ined by the model inc lud ing  a d ir e c t  path from 

background to innovation.

Apparently a substantia l amount o f  the d ir e c to r 's  in fluence  

on innovation is  a d ir e c t  re s u l t  o f  h is  t ra in in g  and experience  

although th is  is  a lso  c o rre la te d  w ith  his ambition.

Resources expla ins s l ig h t ly  more o f  the variance in  the 

model w ith  c lim ber ambition than the one with conserver am bition. 

Background v a r ia b le s  account fo r  much more o f the variance in  

conserver am bition than in clim ber am bition. This is  consistent  

with the as s e rt io n  th a t  ambitions develop over time and th a t  

s tru c tu ra l  fa c to rs  tend to give r is e  to  am bitions. That i s ,  a 

person's a s p ira t io n s  r is e  w ith  experience in  a la rge  department. 

However, background v a r ia b le s , e s p e c ia l ly  age and tenure in  p r iv a te  

p ra c tic e  are  very in f lu e n t ia l  1 n determining a d i r e c to r 's  degree o f  

conserver am bition . The degree o f conserver ambition is  e a s i ly  

predicted from the background v a r ia b le s ;  the degree o f clim ber  

ambition is  less so.
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(a)

.28

d ir e c to r 's  background 
.22 .1 4

clim ber ambition

as

innovation

.35 R = .17
resources

(b)

.28

d ir e c to r 's  backgroun<

V 2
clim ber ambition -♦ innovation

.04
.26
J l

resources

R = 32

Regression equation fo r  (b ) .

Innovation = Resources + Climber ambition + D ire c to r 's  background 
b (S .E .) .97 ( .6 5 )  .04 ( .1 7 )  .03 ( .0 1 )

F = 4.13  
N = 30

Figure 4 - 9 . --C ausal Path Models fo r  Climber Ambition.
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Climber ambition in  general is  less well specified  than 

conserver ambition* leading to the speculation that bureaucrats 

engage in some sort o f  contingency planning; th a t th e ir  backgrounds 

may predispose them to be a climber but th a t these ambitions only 

develop through experience and success w ith  jobs and perhaps subse­

quent advancement. Conserver ambition, on the other hand, is  f a i r l y  

well developed by the background variab les . The path models fo r  

conserver ambition are shown in Figure 4-10.

Inspection o f  these models indicates th a t more o f  the e f fe c t  

of background ch a ra c te r is t ic s  o f  t ra in in g ,  age, and p r iv a te  medical 

experience on innovation is  transmitted through the d ire c to r 's  

ambition fo r  conserver ambition than fo r  climber ambition. When 

the background variab le  is  included in the models, degree o f  climber 

ambition has less separate e f fe c t  than does the degree o f conserver 

ambition. These findings are consistent w ith  the th re e -v a r ia b le  

models considered in the previous section. These causal path models 

in Figures 4-9 and 4-10 assume, however, th a t  in te ra c tio n  between 

the independent variables is  not present or is  n e g lig ib le .  This 

assumption is not va lid  as was seen in the previous section.

A term fo r  in te ra c tio n  between resources and ambition was 

added to the regression equations. These equations are given in 

Table 4 -12 . As was the case w ith  the previous models, the ad d it ive  

models provides as good a f i t  as do the m u lt ip l ic a t iv e  models. The 

inclusion o f  the in te ra c t io n  term adds very l i t t l e  to the amount 

o f  variance explained.
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(a)

.28

d ire c to r 's  background

/  \  " 4 9
/  conserver ---------

ambit1on

resources

- .4 3
— ► innovation

R = .31

(b)

.28

d ire c to r 's  background 
- .4 9

Vconserver
ambition

innovation

.21

IT  = .37

Regression equation fo r  (b ) .

Innovation = Resources + Conserver ambition + D ire c to r 's  background 
b (S .E .)  .77 ( .6 2 )  - .2 9  ( .2 1 )  .02 ( .0 1 )

F = 5.09  
N = 30

Figure 4 -1 0 . --Causal Path Models fo r  Conserver Ambition.



TABLE 4-8.--Regression Equations fo r M ultip lica tive Five-Variable Models.

Innovation = Resources + Climber
ambition

+ Director's + 
background

Resources x Climber 
ambition

b (S.E.) 
beta

-.27 (2.5) 
-.07

.84 (1.6) 

.84
-.03 (.01) 
-.42

.21 (.41) 

.76

R2 = .33
2

(R without interaction term = .32)

F = 3.08

Innovation = Resources + Conserver
ambition

+ Director's + 
background

Resources x Conserver 
ambition

b (S.E.) 
beta

.31 (2.2) 

.08
-.04 (1.2) 
-.04

-.02  (.01) 
-.29

.07 (.34) 

.31

2
R = .37

2
(R without interaction term = • 37)

F = 3.69
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Chapter IV— Footnotes

Downs, o£. c l t . , p. 8 8 . Downs describes advocates as 
" . . .  Loyal to a broader set o f  functions or to a broader organi­
zation. . . . They also seek power because they want to have a 
s ig n if ic a n t  Influence upon p o lic ies  and actions concerning those 
functions or organizations."

I am focusing on Downs' two purely s e lf - in te re s te d  o f f i c ia ls  
(p. 8 8 ) . Downs may be describing a s tra tegy th a t climbers use.

^Black (1970), 0£. c i t . , p. 867-872.

3See Chapter I .
4

Mohr, d is s e r ta t io n , pp. 154-158.
5

Schlesinger, oj). ci t . , p. 6 .

6Mohr (1969), op. c i t . jA r th u r  S. Goldberg, American 
P o l i t ic a l  Science R e v iew t l 9697, p. 16. Goldberg tests a r a t io n a l i ty  
model which includes the assumption th a t "group based norms . . . 
produce e f fe c t iv e  r a t io n a l i ty  with regard to the goals o f  the group." 
Katz and Coleman, op. c i t . , also discuss th is .

7 Downs, op. c i t . , pp. 92-103.
Q

Mack, pp. c i t . , pp. 61-65.
g

Schlesinger, pp. c i t . , pp. 116-117.

^ J .  Cohen, "M u ltip le  Regression As a General Data A nalytic  
System," Psychological B u lle t in  (1968), p. 431.

^ N ie ,  Bent, and H u l l ,  S ta t is t ic a l  Package fo r  Social Science,
op. ci t .

12 See my analysis in Chapter I I I ,  pp.
13Mohr, pp. ci t . , p. 120.
14See my conclusions concerning the department variables  

a t  the end o f  Section One, Chapter I I I .
15Mark Levin suggests using the va ria b le  w ith the highest 

loading on the f i r s t  p r in c ip le  component as the best in d ic a to r  o f
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a se t o f  h ighly c o rre la te d  v a r ia b le s . Resources f u l f i l l  th is  c r i t e r i a .  
See Mark S. Levin , “Standard Scores As Ind ices: The P i t f a l l s  o f
Not Thinking I t  Through," American Journal o f  P o l i t i c a l  Science, 17 
(May, 1973), pp. 431-440.

^®N1e, Bent, and H u l l ,  SPSS, op. c i t .

^70 ne extremely high budget f ig u re  skewed the d is t r ib u t io n  
fo r  resources 1971 g re a t ly .  The budget f ig u re  from th is  department 
was missing fo r  the 1970 data. Some analysis w ith  th is  l a t t e r  set  
showed th a t  resources were c o rre la te d  w ith  innovation. An amazing 
s im i la r i t y  was ev ident using the budget f ig u re s  fo r  1970 and the  
re s u lts  o f  some ana lysis  w ith  innovation and s ize  o f  department 
1971. However, the data fo r  1970 was not as complete as fo r  1971, 
so 1970 was not used. The ana lys is  done w ith  a transform ation  o f  
the 1971 resources showed re s u lts  comparable to the b r ie f  ana lys is  
done w ith  1970 resources.

1 o
H ie, Bent, and H u l l ,  oj>. ci t . ; N. R. Draper and H. Smith, 

Applied Regression Analysis (New York: W iley , 1966 ), and J. B.
Kruskal, “Transformations o f  Data,"  1n In te rn a t io n a l  Encyclopedia 
o f  the Social Sciences, ED. David L. S i l l s  (New York: MacMi1 Ia n ,
1968), Volume 15, p p . 182-192. These la t e r  two sources contain  
good discussions o f  the use o f  transform ations.

19Mack, o|D. c i t . ; M a r jo r ie  Hershey, "Incumbency and the 
Minimum Winning C o a l i t io n ,"  American Journal o f  P o l i t i c a l  Science,
17 (August, 1973), pp. 631-637.

20 I did sor.ie analysis  using other departmental v a r ia b le s .
The re s u lts  were remarkably s im ila r  to those using the transformed  
resources v a r ia b le .

21 Smith, 0 £ . c i t . , p . 117.
22N ie, Bent, and H u l l ,  0 £. c i t .
23Because my measure o f  ambition may not have the p rec is ion  

o f in te rv a l  level measures which regression procedures re q u ire ,  
the reporting  o f standardized regression c o e f f ic ie n ts  may appear 
in a p p ro p ria te . However, Hubert B la lock , J r . ,  Causal Inferences in  
Non-Experimental Research (Chapel H i l l :  The U n iv e rs ity  o f  North
Caro lina Press, 1964), pp. 32 -35 , discusses a j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f  
the use o f  regression techniques f o r  ord inal le v e l data.

24Blalock, Casual In fe re n c es .
25 Hugh Forbes and Edward T u f te ,  "A Note o f  Caution in  

Causal M odelling ,"  American P o l i t i c a l  Science Review, 62 (December, 
1968), pp. 1261-1262.
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The data has provided considerable support fo r  the theory  

o u tlin e d  a t  the beginning o f  th is  study. Most o f  the hypotheses 

have been supported although te s ts  o f  s ig n if ica nc e  have not been 

used. A se t o f  o rg an iza tion a l va r ia b les  expected to  contribute  

to innovation were found to be c o rre la te d  w ith  innovation. How­

ev e r , these va riab les  are also h ig h ly  corre la ted  w ith  each o ther.  

Although each o f  the o rg an iza tio n a l variab les  acts as a mechanism 

to aid innovatio n , they are a l l  dependent in  some way upon 

resources. Resources were a lso  used as an in d ic a to r  o f  th is  

complex o f fa c to rs .

The ambition hypotheses form a set which were g en era lly  

supported. However, not a l l  o f  the hypotheses r e la t in g  d ire c to r  

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  and a t t i tu d e s  to  ambition and departmental va ria b les  

were supported. But over the e n t i r e  set o f  ambition hypotheses, 

considerable evidence was o u tl in e d  in support o f  the theory.

Background variab les  re la te d  to the age and experience o f  

the d ire c to r  were hypothesized to  be re la te d  to th ree  measures o f  

am bition. G enera lly  these hypotheses received considerable support. 

Two a t t i tu d in a l  measures were a lso  hypothesized to  be associated  

w ith  the measure o f  expressed am bition . The d ire c to rs  were asked
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1 f  there were any other pos itions in  Public Health  th at they 

p re fe rred  to the one they c u rre n t ly  held. They were also asked 

to in d ic a te  how content they would be to stay in  th e i r  cu rren t  

pos it io n  u n t i l  re t ire m e n t. These questions were generated from 

Downs' notion th a t conservers were change avolders and th a t  

climbers were more w i l l in g  than conservers to change jobs to  

fu r th e r  th e i r  in te re s ts .  Since these two measures were a t t i t u d in a l  

measures which were expected to  be re la te d  to the ambitions o f  

climbers and conservers, associa tions between them and the back­

ground va riab les  were hypothesized. These were g en era lly  sup­

ported. However, since these two measures were not background 

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  nor were they d i r e c t  in d ica to rs  o f  types o f  

am bition , they were not included in the ana lys is  subsequent to  

the hypotheses r e la t in g  them to background v a r ia b le s  and ambition  

measures.

A f a i r l y  strong assoc ia tion  was found between the background 

variab les  and the degree of conserver am bition. A strong c o rre la t io n  

between the number o f  years o f  p r iv a te  p ra c tic e  and the degree o f  

conserver ambition was p a r t ic u la r ly  ev ident. The variance in the 

degree o f conserver ambition was g re a t ly  accounted fo r  by the four  

background v a r ia b le s . The re la t io n s h ip  o f the background v a ria b les  

w ith  the degree o f  c lim ber ambition were not as strong as the 

associations w ith  conserver am bition . The hypotheses were sup­

ported however. Much less o f the variance in  c lim ber ambition  

than in conserver ambition was expla ined by the four background 

v a r ia b le s . This is  consis tent w ith  the find ings o f  studies o f
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ambition in  e le c t iv e  p o l i t ic s .  Haln, fo r  example, found a strong 

s ta t ic  ambition emerging with Increasing age.

The data is consistent w ith the proposition th a t aspirations  

change and r is e  w ith success. We might suggest th a t climber ambition 

develops only through experience and success. Whereas the back­

ground factors g re a tly  determine the degree o f  conserver ambition, 

the factors merely predispose d irec to rs  w ith  the proper values on 

these variables to be climbers. I t  takes a c e rta in  amount or type 

o f  experience before climber ambitions a c tu a lly  develop. However, 

i t  is  l ik e ly  th a t many, but not a l l ,  o f those who are predisposed 

by the background factors to become climbers a c tu a lly  w i l l  be 

climbers.

A d iffe rence  between Downs' Inside Bureaucracy and ambition 

theory arises in  the findings. Although Downs includes learning  

in his theory, the ambitions o f his bureaucrats are more or less 

given. That is ,  they do not develop according to re lationsh ips  

with other va riab les . An exception is made to th is  however. In 

Downs, bureaucrats become conservers as they become o lder and by 

being fru s tra te d  in other goals. So Downs allows fo r  the develop­

ment o f conserver ambition but not fo r  the development o f climber 

ambition. A bureaucrat's climber ambition is ,  to a great extent,  

a given in Downs.

In  ambition theory, on the other hand, ambitions are  

developed through experience. Schlesinger concludes that the 

opportunities afforded by the s tru c tu ra l conditions o f the routes 

to o f f ic e  give r is e  to  ambitions appropriate fo r  the incumbent in
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th a t o f f ic e .^  He and others show how the e le c to ra l  system acts as 

a f i l t e r  to s i f t  out a l l  but those with the strongest ambitions.

Some l i t e r a tu r e  in  psychology and organization theory concludes
2

ra ther con fidently  that asp irations r is e  with success. This is  

more in  l in e  w ith  ambition theory than with Downs. As an in d i ­

vidual succeeds and views his resources, his asp irations r is e  and 

become appropriate to his s itu a t io n .

Downs claims, by hypothesis, th a t climbers are a ttra c te d  

to growing organizations because they can best accomplish th e ir  

goals in th a t type o f organization . I hypothesized th a t ,  since 

by d e f in i t io n  climbers seek to maximize power, p res tige , and 

income, th a t they w i l l  attempt to be in  the la rg e r  departments 

since sa lary , p res tig e , power and v i s i b i l i t y  are greater there .

But ambition theory implies th a t those in the la rg e r  departments, 

or the growing departments, would be climbers because o f th at  

s itu a t io n .  That i s ,  th e ir  climber ambition would develop because 

o f  the type o f  department th a t they were 1n. A f te r  seeing what 

is  possible in  the present s i tu a t io n ,  the d ire c to r  would take on 

ambitions appropriate to th a t s itu a t io n .

My data do not allow me to d is tinguish  adequately between 

these two s itu a tio n s . However, the fa c t  that the background 

ch a ra c te r is t ic s  are more strongly re la ted  to conserver ambition  

than clim ber, and given the association between resources and 

ambition, one may suggest th a t there is more development o f  climber  

ambition among these d irec tors  than Downs would Imply. I do find  

re lationsh ips between the department resource va ria b le  and both
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types of ambition. Climber ambition 1s stronger among d irec tors  

of la rg e r  departments than o f smaller departments and conserver 

ambition 1s stronger among the d irec tors  o f  smaller departments. 

However* we are not able to conclude from th is  data whether the 

d irec to r Is  in the department due to his ambition or his ambition 

is Influenced or determined by the department. We f in d  th a t the 

degree o f  climber ambition is re la ted  to innovation In the smaller 

departments. Innovation, however, is  re la te d  to the background 

ch a rac te r is tic s  of the d ire c to r .  Very l i t t l e  o f the e f fe c t  o f  

background c h a rac te r is tic s  on Innovation is  mediated by climber 

ambition {see Table 4 -1 0 ) .  A much g rea ter amount o f the e f fe c t  

of background ch a rac ter is tics  on innovation is  transmitted through 

conserver ambition.

A general hypothesis th a t was being tested in the study 

is  that innovation is a function of departmental variables and the 

ambition o f  the d ire c to r .  This hypothesis was supported. However, 

types o f ambition a ffec ted  innovation d i f f e r e n t ly .  Departmental 

mechanisms as measured by departmental resources were an Important 

influence on innovation. However, there were d ifferences in  the 

re la t iv e  e ffe c ts  o f these two variables according to the level o f  

resources. In the path models which included the background 

variables o f  the d ire c to rs ,  these variab les  had a large d ire c t  

e f fe c t  on innovation. However, there was also a substantia l d ire c t  

e f fe c t  o f  conserver ambition on innovation (see Figure 4 -1 0 ) .  In  

a review o f  a c r i t iq u e  o f r a t io n a l i ty  models, Arrow c ites  Koopmans 

". . . perhaps (we) should look a t determinants o f  the u t i l i t y
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3
index ra th er than a t  the Index i t s e l f . ” This study supports this  

suggestion. However, ambition as a v a r ia b le  does add a lo t  to the 

findings and an in te rp re ta t io n  o f them.

The po licy  im plicatlons o f  the study are many. F i r s t  in 

terms of the development o f a body o f  l i t e r a tu r e  in bureaucracy, 

organization theory, and decision-making, a contribution is  made.

A number o f  hypotheses from Inside Bureaucracy are tested and th is  

work is  modified to be more consistent with the body of l i t e r a tu r e  

known as ambition theory. Findings suggest fu rther m odifications  

of Downs and fu rth e r  incorporation o f  ambition theory in to  a theory 

of bureaucracy.

Selection o f the most important variables to focus upon 

or to include in research o f  th is  nature depends p a r t ly  upon ones' 

purpose in doing the research. To an adm inistrator or Public  

Health o f f i c i a l ,  the most important variab les  may be those which 

have an e f fe c t  on innovation and which he, the ad m in is tra to r , can 

most e a s ily  change or con tro l. The most important th e o re t ic a l  

variables may not be the most important a d m in is tra t iv e ly . To the 

local o f f i c ia l  or the s ta te  o f f i c i a l ,  the c h a rac te r is tic s  o f  the 

innovative health o f f ic e r  may be most important; th a t i s ,  what is  

important to consider in  se lecting  a local public health department 

d ire c to r .  Making money a v a ila b le  fo r  tra v e l and attending conven­

tions is a way o f encouraging the organization to keep up in  the 

professional s p e c ia lt ie s .  The manipulation o f these and other  

mechanisms is  something th a t local o f f i c ia ls  may want to urge the 

federal agencies to consider.



177

The a d m in is tra tiv e  o r p o l i t i c a l  s c ie n t is t  may be more 

in te re s ted  In  d i f fe r e n t  aspects o f  the research. The r a t io n a l i t y  

assumption and the ambition concept may prove to be very useful 

to those engaged in theory b u ild in g  and pure ra th e r  than applied  

research. A great deal o f  l i t e r a t u r e  has been developed which 

applies the  methods o f  the new p o l i t i c a l  economy to behavior in  

e le c t iv e  p o l i t i c s -  However, l i t t l e  em pirical work has been done 

using th is  approach in the study o f  bureaucracies and other o rg an i­

zations . This present study is  an attempt to c o rre c t th is  

d e fic ien cy . Although the present study was o f p ub lic  health  

departments, the claim is th a t  the find ings are appropria te  to 

a la rg e r  c lass o f o rg an iza tions , loca l pub lic  bureaucracies in  

genera l.

Although th is  has been a study o f o rg an iza tio n a l behavior,  

the re s u lts  have im p lications fo r  p o l i t i c a l  development as w e l l .

The re la t io n s h ip s  between p o l i t i c a l  leadersh ip , economic develop­

ment and p o l ic y  output may fo llo w  a p a tte rn  s im ila r  to  th at among 

bureaucratic  leadersh ip , o rg an iza tio n a l resources and o rg an iza tio n a l  

output. The incentives a v a i la b le  to  leaders and entreprenuers in  

the a d m in is tra t iv e  and p o l i t i c a l  world can have g rea t Importance.

The a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  resources, which may take d i f f e r e n t  forms in  

various s e t t in g s ,  is  a lso c r u c ia l .  But as th is  study has shown, 

the importance o f  leadership  may d i f f e r  g re a t ly  a t  d i f f e r e n t  le v e ls  

o f resources. This in  turn  im plies th a t  the importance o f incentives  

fo r  leaders and the opportun ity  s tru c tu re ,  e i th e r  f o r  p o l i t ic ia n s  

or a d m in is tra to rs , w i l l  a lso  vary according to  the a v a i l a b i l i t y  

o f  resources.
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More emphasis needs to be placed on the opportunities and 

career paths a v a ila b le  to bureaucrats than was done here. I  have 

only looked a t  the Incentives fo r  a few positions in  one profession. 

To adequately te s t  and develop a theory o f  bureaucratic ambition 

the actual careers o f  people employed in that profession should be 

followed. The p ro b a b il i ty  o f a public health professional moving 

from a position to a higher pos ition  should be determined, both 

em p ir ica lly  and th e o re t ic a l ly .  An extension o f  the present study 

is advised. I t  would be o f in te re s t  to fo llow  the careers o f the 

directors  over tim e, now that I  have an expression of th e ir  ambi­

t io n s , to see i f  th e i r  ambitions change, i f  they have careers which 

correspond to th e ir  expressed ambitions, and to assess the behavior 

of the departments o f which they are d irec to rs .

The theory and analysis has been based on an assumption of  

ra tio n a l behavior by the in d iv id u a l.  But the re su lts  do not support 

a conclusion o f  long range ca lcu la ted  planning by the bureaucrat. 

Rather, the ind iv idua ls  seem to develop ambitions based on th e ir  

past and present circumstances. Those d irec tors  who are younger 

and have not been in p r iv a te  p rac tice  are more l ik e ly  to be climbers. 

However, the background o f the d ire c to r  is  more appropria te ly  said  

to predispose d irec tors  to be climbers; i t  does not determine th e i r  

degree of climber ambition. This only develops during the d ire c to r 's  

career and may not be very g re a t ,  depending on the jobs and success 

the d ire c to r  has. The younger d irec to rs  may not set th e i r  career 

goals on a very high position but perhaps i n i t i a l l y  choose some 

midlevel position  and then w ait to see what happens before making
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the decision as to how f a r  they would l i k e  to progress during t h e i r  

career.

On the o th er hand the degree o f  conserver ambition 1s q u ite  

stron g ly  determined by the d ir e c to r 's  past. Those w ithou t c e r ta in  

c h a ra c te r is t ic s  r e a l iz e  th a t  the p r o b a b i l i t ie s  o f  t h e i r  obtaining  

c e r ta in  goals are  very low. To them the p ro b a b i l i ty  o f  an adequate 

p a y -o f f  is  too low to warrant the e f f o r t  1 t  would e n t a i l .

I have suggested th a t climbers use Innovation as a s tra tegy  

to  improve t h e i r  p o s it io n  in  the sense o f  gaining more o f  the th ings  

they value. But climbers are ab le  to  innovate more e a s i ly  than 

conservers. That i s ,  those d ire c to rs  w ith  more t r a in in g  and more 

recent t ra in in g  in pub lic  h e a lth ,  would have c lo se r contacts w ith  

o th e r p ub lic  hea lth  pro fessionals  and f in d  in form ation  on Inno­

vations e a s ie r  to obta in .
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APPENDIX A

PUBLIC HEALTH PROGRAMS FOR SECONDARY 

INNOVATION INDEX

1* Evaluation o f  p a t ie n ts  in  long term care f a c i l i t i e s .

2. A program by which there  are re g u la r ly  a v a i la b le ,  e i th e r  

as consultants or s t a f f  members, social o r behavioral s c ie n t is ts  

who p a r t ic ip a te  in program planning or execution.

3. A program fo r  u t i l i z i n g  tra n s ac tio n a l ana lys is  or 

behavior m o d if ic a tio n .

4. Empathy t ra in in g  fo r  health  department employees.

5. Community hea lth  education.

6 . Research and development.

7. Research or treatm ent o f  s ic k le  c e l l  anemia.

8 . Kidney screening (d ia g n o s t ic ) .

9. Neighborhood hea lth  centers .
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LOCAL P U B L I C  HEALTH A D M I N I S T R A T I O N  PROJ ECT

Part I.

F i r s t  o f  a l l  we would l i k e  to obtain some in format ion about th is  department and 
i t s  involvement in a number o f  publ ic  h e a l th  a c t i v i t i e s .

Fu l l  o f f i c i a l  name of  hea lth  u n i t .

What was the department ’ s to ta l  expenditure f o r  the most recent complete f i s c a l  
year?

What is the department’ s to ta l  budget request fo r  the current  f i s c a l  year?

1. Does your department have a program in fam ily  planning?

/  7  Yes /  7  No

IF YES

When did your department f i r s t  adopt th is  proqram? ( to  the nearest  month 
and year)

Would you say that  the department 's involvement in th is  proqram is

/  /  F a i r l y  extensive

/  /  Temporary or only p a r t i a l

/  /  Very l im i te d

is this program funded p r i m a r i l y  through

/  /  Local funds____________ /__ /  S ta te  funds / __ /  Federal funds

Is your department expanding or decreasing a c t i v i t y  in th is  program?

/__ /  Expanding /  /  Decreasing / __ /  N e i th e r  expanding
nor decreas i nq

IF NO

Has y o u r  d e p a r t m e n t  e v e r  h a d  a  p r o g r a m  i n  f a m i l y  p l a n n i n g ?

}  /  No / ___ /  Yes  D u r i n g  w h i c h  y e a r s ?
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What Is the main reason for not presently having a program in family 
planni rig?

Does your department have plans f o r  developing or adopting a program in 
family  planning in the near future?

/~  7  Yes /  ' /  No

2,  Does your department have a program in Migrant  Hea lth  Care?

/  /  Yes /  /  No

IF YES

When did your department f i r s t  adopt th is  program?

Would you say that  vour department 's involvement in this program is

/__ /  F a i r l y  extensive

/  /  Temporary or only p a r t i a l

/  /  Very l i m i t e d

Is th is  program funded pr imari  ly through

/  /  Local iunds /  /  State funds /  ' /  Federal funds

Is your department expanding or decreasing involvement in th is  program?

/ __ /  Expanding /  /  Decreasing / __ /  N e i th e r  expanding
nnr de c re as i ng

I F NO

Has your department ever had ,1 program in Migrant Health Care?

/ /  No /  /  Yes During which years?_________

W h a t  i s  t h e  m a i n  r e a s o n  f o r  n o t  p r e s e n t l y  h a v i n g  .1 p r o g r a m  i n  M i g r a n t  
H e a  11h C a r e ?

d o e s  y o u r  d e p a r t m e n t  h a v e  p l a n s  f o r  d e v e l o p i n g  o r  a d o p t i n g  a p r o g r a m  i n  
M i g r a n t  H e a l t h  C a r e  i n  t h e  n e a r  f u t u r e ?

/"~7 Y e s  /  ~7 No

3. Does your department have a Drug Abuse Program o f  any s o r t 7

/  /  Yes /  /  No
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tF YES

When did your department f i r s t  adopt t h i s  program?

Would you say tha t  your depar tment 's  involvement in t h i s  program is

/ __ /  F a i r l y  e x te n s iv e

/  y  Temporary or  only p a r t i a l

/ __/  Ve ry 1i mi ted

Is t h i s  program p r i m a r i l y  funded through

/  /  Local funds /  /  S ta te  funds /  7  Federa l  funds

Is your department expanding o r  decreas ing involvement in th is  program?

/  /  Expanding /  /  Decreasing

IF NO

/  /  N e i t h e r  expanding
nor decreas ing

Has your department ever  had a Drug Abuse Program?

/ '  }  Yes /  7  No

I f  Yes:
What was the na ture  o f  the program?

During what years d id  you have the program?

What is the main reason f o r  not p r e s e n t l y  having a Drug Abuse Program?

Does your department have plans f o r  developing or  adopt ing a Drug Abuse 
Progr am in the near fu tu re?

/  '/ Yes /  7  No

A. Is your department involved in an A1coho 1-Highway S a fe ty  Program?

/  /  Yes /  /  No

IF f E5

When did your department f i r s t  become involved in th is  program?
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Would you say that your department's involvement in this program is

/  /  Fairly extensive

/  7 Temporary or only partial

/  /  Very l i m i t e d

Is th is  program funded p r i m a r i l y  through

/  /  Local funds_____________ / __ /  S ta te  funds /  7 Federal funds

Does your department p 1 an to expand or  decrease involvement in t h i s  program?

/  7  Expand /  /  Decrease /  /  N e i th e r  expand
nor decrease

IF NO

Has your department ever  had an Atcohol-Highway Safety Program?

/__ /  No /  7  Yes During which years? _________

What is the main reason f o r  not p r e s e n t ly  having an A1coho I -Highway Safety  
P rog ram?

Does your department p lan  to adopt or  develop an A1 coho I -Highway Safety  
Program in the near fu tu re?

/  7  Yes /  7  No

5.  Does your department have a program of  Alcohol ism Control  {other  than an 
A I coho 1 - Highway Safety Program) ?

/  /  Yes /  /  No

Ic YES

When d id  your department f i r s t  adopt th is  program?

Would you say tha t  your department 's  involvement in th is  program is

/  /  Fa i r 1y extens i ve

/  /  Temporary or  only p a r t i a l

/  7 Ve ry I i m i ted

Is t h i s  program funded p r i m a r i l y  through

/  /  Local funds /  7 S t a t e  funds /  /  Federa l  funds
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Is your department expanding or decreasing involvement In this program?

/  /  Expanding /  /  Decreasing /  /  Ne Ither expanding
nor decreasing

IF HQ

Has your department ever had an Alcoholism Control Program?

/__/  No /  /  Yes During which years? _ _ _ _ _ _
What is the main reason for not presently having an Alcoholism Control 
P rog ram?

Does your department plan to develop or adopt an Alcoholism Control 
Program in the near future7

/  7 Yes /  7 No

6. Does your department have an On Site Multi-Phasic Screening Program?

/  /  Yes /  7 No

IF YES

When did your department first adopt this program?

Would you say that your department's involvement In this program is 

/  /  Fairly extensive

/ /  Temporary or only partial

/  /  Very limited

Is your department expanding or decreasing involvement in this program?

/ ' 7 Expanding /~*/  Decreasing /  /  Neither decreasing
nor expanding

IF NO

Has your department ever had an on Site Multi-Phasic Screening Program?

/  /  No /  ' /  Yes During which years? _______

What is the main reason for not having an On Site Multi-Phasic 
Screening Program?

Does your department plan to develop or adopt an On Site Multi-Phasic 
Screening Program in the near future?

/  7 Yes
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7. To what extent does your department have a philosophy of comprehensive health
care or over-alt health promotion as contrasted to focusing on disease treatment? 
(check only one)

/  /  Not at ail

/  /  Not at  a l l  but may develop a phi losophy in th is  d i r e c t i o n

/  7 Are t ry in g  or  hoping to develop a philosophy in th is  d i r e c t io n

/  /  A d i s t i n c t  phi losophy of th is  sort  to a small ex ten t

/  /  To a great  e x t e n t

We are a lso  in te re s te d  in your assessment o f  the ex ten t  to which your department  
is engaged in each of the program areas described below. Each program area is 
fol lowed by a set  of statements. Choose that  one which best describes your 
department 's  involvement in the program area .

I .  Eva luat ion o f  pa t ien ts  in long term care f a c i l i t i e s .

/  /  No a c t i v i t y  to speak o f  and none planned

/  /  No a c t i v i t y  to speak o f  but are l i k e l y  to plan some in the near fu tu re

/ __ /  No a c t i v i t y  to speak o f  but are present ly  engaged in planning t h is  type
of  program

/  /  Some a c t i v i t y  but very l i t t l e

/ __ /  A f a i r  amount o f  a c t i v i t y  or  a p a r t i a l  program w i th  plans to  expand

f  /  A grea t  deal o f  a c t i v i t y  in th is  area

/  /  A c o m p r e h e n s i v e  p r o g r a m

2. A program by which there are r e q u la r t y  a v a i l a b le  , e i t h e r  as consultants  
or s t a f f  members, socia l  or behav ioral  s c ie n t i s t s  who p a r t i c i p a t e  in proqram 
planning or  execut ion .

/  7  No a c t i v i t y  to speak of  and none planned

/  /  No a c t i v i t y  to speak of but are l i k e l y  to plan some in the near fu ture

/  /  No a c t i v i t y  to speak o f  but are p resent ly  engaged in planning th is  type
of  program

/  /  Some a c t i v i t y  bu t  v e r y  l i t t l e

/  /  A f a i r  amount of a c t i v i t y  or  a p a r t i a l  program wi th  plans to expand

f /  A grea t  deal  o f  a c t i v i t y  in t h is  area  

/  /  A comprehensive program
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3- A program for utilizing transactional analysis or behavior modification?

/  1 No activity to speak of and none planned

f /  No activity to speak of but are likely to plan some in the near future

/__/ No activity to speak of but are presently engaged in planning this type
of program

/  /  Some activity but very l i t t le
I

/  /  A fair amount or a partial program wfth plans to expand

/  7 A great deal of activity in this area

/  7 A comprehensive program
k. A program for providing empathy training for health department employees.

/  /  No activity to speak of and none planned
/  t No activity to speak of but are likely to plan some in the near future

/ /  No activity to speak of but are presently engaged in planning this type
of program

/ /  Some activity but very l i t t le

/  /  A fair amount of activity or a partial program with plans to expand

/  /  A great deal of activity in this area

/  "/  A comprehensive program

5- A coenunity health education program.

r j  no activity to speak of and none planned
/  /  No activity to speak of but are likely to plan some in the near future

/  "7 No activity to speak of but are presently engaged in planning this type
of program

/  /  Some activity but very l i t t le

/__I  A fair amount of activity or a partial program with plans to expand

/  /  A great deal of activity in this area

/  /  A comprehensive program

6. A procedure for Research and Development of new programs.

/  /  No activity to speak of and none planned

/  /  No activity to speak of but are likely to plan some In the near future
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/  /  a c t i v i t y  to  speak o f  but a re  p r e s e n t ly  engaged In  p la n n in g  th is  type
o f  program

/  /  Some activity but very l i t t le

/  /  A fair amount of activity or a partial program with plans to expand

/  /  A great deal of activity In this area

/  /  A comprehensive program

7- A program in research or treatment of sickle cell anemia.

/  /  No activity to speak of and none planned

/  J No activity to speak of but are likely to plan some in the near future

/  /  No activity to speak o f but are presently engaged in planning this type
of program

/  T Some activity but very l i t t le

/  /  A fa ir amount of activity or a partial program with plans to expand

/~~7 A great deal of activity in this area 

/__ /  A comprehensive program

8. A kidney screening program.

/~""7 No activity to speak of and none planned

/  "7 No activity to speak of but are likely to plan some in the near future

/  /  No activity to speak of but are presently engaged Sn planning this type
of program

/  /  Some activity but very l it t le
/  /  A fair amount of activity or a partial program with plans to expand

/  /  A great deal of activity in this area

/  7  A comprehensive program
9. A program for setting up and maintaining neighborhood health centers.

/  /  No activity to speak of and none planned

/ /  No activity to speak of but are likely to plan some in the near future

/  'V No activity to speak of but are presently engaged in planning this type
of program

/  /  Some activity but very l i t t le

/ 7  A fair amount of activity or a partial program with plans to expand

/  / A great deal of activity in this area 

/  /  A comprehensive program
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Part I I .

This part of the questionnaire asks for information about the people who direct 
the local health departments. I f  you have already filled out this part in your 
capacity as the director of another department, it  is not necessary to fi I 1 It 
out agai n.

1, What is your present position? (give official t it le )

2. When did you begin in th is  po s i t io n ?

3- What p o s i t io n  did you hold p r i o r  to t h i s  one? ( o f f i c i a l  t i t l e  and name of
organ i z a t i on)

A. What is your age?

5. Do you have a degree in the h e a l in g  ar ts ?

/  /  M.D. /  / P .P .  /  7  O.V.M.  /  /  D.D.S .

Do not have a degree in the h ea l ing  a r t s .  /  V

I f  you have a degree in one of  the heat in g  a r t s , when and where d id  you
receive t h i s  degree?

6.  Do you now have a M as te r 's  Degree in Public Health or  i t s  eq u iv a le n t?

/  /  Do not have M.P.H.  o r  e q u iv a le n t

/___ /  Do not have M.P.H.  or e q u iv a l e n t  but have done graduate work in P ub l ic
Hea1t h

/  /  M.P.H.

/__ /  M.P.H. e q u iv a l e n t  (E x p la in j

When did you, or when do you plan t o ,  rec e ive  the M.P.H.  ?

7. Could you please  l i s t  the degrees ,  not included above, tha t  you have beyond
the B.S. or  B.A.

8. Did you ever m a in ta in  a p r i v a t e

/  7  Yes

I f  yes, during  which years?

pract t ce?

/  7 No
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9- When did you take your first public health position?

What was the nature of the position?

10. Could you please list the different positions that you have had in public
health during the past fifteen years. (give name of position~-or describe — 
and name of organization.)

1 1 . Is there another p u b l ic  h ea lt h  p os it io n  t h a t  you would l ike?

/ ^ 7  Yes /  /  No

I f  yes,  what would that  be?

12. Uhat would l ik e  your next p u b l ic  health  p o s i t i o n  to be?

13- Would you be content to Stay ' n your present  p os it io n  u n t i l  ret i rement?

/  /  Very content

/ __ /  Content

/  /  I n d i f f e r e n t

/  /  Not content

/  /  Not at a l l  content

1k , Which professional  jo u rn a ls  do you r e g u l a r l y  receive and read?

IS- What two sources of in format ion about new developments in p ub l ic  h ea lt h  are 
the most important to you?

16. About how many meet ings with  other  publ ic  hea lt h  physicians or o f f i c i a l s  
are you able to a t tend  annual ly?

Meetings in the state of Michigan _______

Meetings outside o f  the state of Michigan _______
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17- Could you please rank in number order  the f o l lo w in g  p o s i t io n s  In terms o f  
your p re ference  f o r  them. (number I the most p r e f e r r e d ,  number 8 the least  
p r e f e r  re d )

/ ___ /  D i r e c t o r  o f  a la rg e  p u b l ic  h e a l t h  department

/  /  D i r e c t o r  o f  a sm a l l ,  but growing, p u b l ic  h e a l t h  department

/  "~7 D i r e c t o r  of  a small  p u b l ic  h e a l t h  department tha t  is r e l a t i v e l y  s t a b l e
in si ze

/ ___ /  Bureau c h i e f  in a s t a t e  department o f  p u b l ic  h e a l t h

/ ___ /  Program c h i e f  in a s t a t e  department of  p u b l ic  h e a l t h

A p o s i t i o n  which would a l lo w  you to  exe rc is e  the most in f luence  on
the p o l ic y  d i r e c t i o n  of  p u b l ic  h e a l th

D i r e c t o r  of  a department tha t  has i n s t i t u t e d  a number o f  progress ive  
prog rams

/  /  D i r e c t o r  of  a department tha t  would a l lo w  you to  i n s t i t u t e  a number
of  p rogress ive  programs

18. How would you rank in number order the importance o f  the fo l lo w in g  fa c to r s
in recogniz ing a good p u b l ic  h e a l th  d i r e c t o r ?  (number 1 the most important ,  
number 6 the leas t  important )

/  /  His knowledge o f  new programs in p u b l ic  hea lth

/  /  The e f f i c i e n c y  w i th  which his department d e l i v e r s  or provides h e a l th  care

/  t  The re p u t a t io n  he has among his fe l l o w  p u b l ic  h e a l t h  phys icians

/  /  The conf idence tha t  the local  h e a l th  board places in him

/  /  The number o f  p u b l i c a t i o n s  he has in p ro fess io n a l  jo u r n a ls

/  /  The q u a l i t y  of  leadersh ip  he provides fo r  his s t a f f

19. What one th ing  would you most l i k e  to  accomplish in your career  in p ub l ic
hea 1th?

20. What one goal would you most l i k e  to see the p r a c t i c e  o f  p u b l ic  hea lth  
pursue?
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Feel free to use this additional space to complete your answers to any of the 
questions or to make any added convnents that you may wish.
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