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SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

The intent of this study was to examine the process of innovation
assimilation by teachers in three Michigan high schools. The study
differs from other investigations of educational innovation diffusion
in utilizing the individual teacher, rather than the school system, as
the unit of analysis.

The major findings are as follows:

I. The earlier in time teachers became aware of an educational innova~
tion, the wore likely they were to:

. be older (0.24)1
think the faculty of their school was very cohesive (0.23)
feel they knew a great deal about the innovation (0.23)
think the principal frequently discussed their teaching per-
formance with them (0.22)

. have more years of education (0.22)

. have discussed the innovation with fellow teachers (0.20)

. have higher teaching salaries (0.18)

. not communicate frequently with fellow teachers about general
school matters (-0.20)

. not feel that student reactions to an innovation should be an
important determinent of whether or not the school adopts it
(-0.30)

II. The moce favorable teachers' attitudes were toward a school-adopted
innovation, the more likely they were to:

feel students benefited greatly from the innovation (0.60)
feel their students liked the innovation (0.40)
feel they knew a great deal about the innovation (0.37)
think the superintendent favored the innovation (N.28)
think other teachers seek their opirions on educational mattars
0.27)
. belong to several organizations (0.26)
. discuss the innovation with fellow teachers (0.25)
. have more years of education (0.25)
. read a numher of professional jouraals (0.22)
. know what was zoing on in local and state educational activities
(0.21)
. have high noxu-teaching income (0.21)
. think they are good teachers (0.20)
. have personal opinion leaders who favor the innovation (0.20)

INumbers in parentheses indicate the magnitude of relationship
(correlatior) between variables. See Appendix A for a complete summary
of the findings.



think the principal thinks they are good teachers (0.19)
consider the principal a good source of information (0.19)
think they play a meaningful part in school problem-solving and
decision~making (0.18)

. know quite accurately how their school was using the innovation
(0.18)

III. The more generally predisposed teachers were to accepting change
and innovation in the school, the more likely they were to:

feel students benefited greatly from the innovation (0.55)
think their principal also accepted change easily (0.42)

. feel they knew a great deal about the innovation (0.30)

- be more satisfied with their job (0.28)
think they play a meaningful part in school problem-solving and
decision-making (0.27)
feel most other teachers in the school feel close to the prin-
cipal (0.26)
think that the principal frequently discussed their teaching per-
formance with them (0.26)

. feel their students liked the innovation (0.24)

. be younger (0.23)

. be open-minded (as measured by the dogmatism scale) (0.23)
think the faculty of their school was very cohesive (0.23)
consider the principal a good source of information (0.20)
feel personally close to the principal (0.19)

- Dot be considered opinion leaders on educational matters by their
fellow teachers (-0.18)

. not be considered respected teachers in the community by their
fellow teachers (-0.20)

Tentatively, a few practical implications for furthering the accep-
tance of school-adopted innovations among teachers may be drawn from
this study.1

1. It appears important that teachers feel they have adequi te in-
formation about the innovation. Student benefits from the innovation
seem an especially important consideration from the teachers' viewpoint.
Other information important to the teachers is how enthusiastically the
superintendent supports the innovation and exactly how the school is
using the innovation.

2. To transmit this information to teachers it would appear useful
to encourage discussion of the innovation among the teachers. Special
effort should be made to develop positive attitudes toward the innova-
tion among teachers in the school who are looked to for information and
advice by other teachers. Effort should be made to enhance the credi-
bility of the principal as a source of information.

1Naturally, a number of conditions must be imposed upon the gener-
alizability of these implications. For more complete understanding of
the exact nature of this study, the reader is encouraged to peruse the
entire report.



3. Teachers should be encouraged to read professional journals, to
keep abreast of local and state educational activities, and to continue
their own education by enrolling in advanced study.

4. School principals should be encouraged to relay evaluations of
teaching ability to teachers and to involve them in school problem-solv-
ing and decision-making.

5. Effort should be made to develop positive student attitudes to-
ward the innovation as teachers' perceptions of student attitudes are
related to acceptance of the innovation.

The findings indicated no single factor exclusively related to in-
novation ass’'milation by teachers; rather a profile of variables were
related to assimilation of an innovation in these schools.
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AN INVESTIGATION OF THE DIFFUSION OF AN INNOVAT ION
IN THREE MICHIGAN HIGH SCHOOLS: INSTITUTION
BUILDING THROUGH CHANGE

By

Nan Lin, Donald J. Leu,
Everett M. Rogers, and Donald F. Schwartzl

CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Previous Research

This was a study of innovation diffusion in three Michigan high

schools focusing on the process of innovation assimilation? within the

schools.,

It is generally thought that institution building3 is a many-facet-

ed process and that one of the most effective ways to achieve it is

Ipr. Lin is Assistant Professor, Center for Research in Scientific
Communication and the Department of Social Relations, Johns Hopkins
University; at the time of this study he was Project Research Director
and Assistant Instructor, Department of Communication and Institute for
International Studies in Education, Michigan State University. Dr. Leu
is Project Co-Director and Professor of Administration and Higher Edu-
cation, College of Education; Dr. Rogers is Project Co-Director and
Associate Professor of Communication, College of Communication Arts;
Mr. Schwartz, on leave as Assistant Professor of Communications, North
Dakota State University, is Project Research Director and Instructor,
Depactment of Communication and Institute for International Studies in
Education.

’Innovation assimilation is defined as the extent of integration
of an innovation or change in a defined social system or institution.

3Institution building is defined as the planning, structuring, and
guidance of new or reconstituted organizations which: (a) incorporate,
foster, and protect normative relationship and action patterns, (b) per-
form functions and services which are valued in the environment, and
(c) facilitate the assimilation of new physical and social technologies.
This defirition is taken from: Inter-University Research Program in
Institution-Building, '"Description of the Research Program," Pittsburgh,
University of Pittsburgh, Graduate School of Public and International
Affairs, 1964.

10
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through the introduction of innovation and change. The dynamic aspects
of change keep the institutionl in a state of self-evaluation, self-im-
provement, and self-maintenance, thereby avoiding motionless equilibrium
which is a sign of decay (Allport, 1964).

Comparatively speaking, educational change is much slower than
change in agriculture or medicine (Miles, 1964; Rogers, 1965). Several
reasons why educational change is slower can be posited: (1) as a for-
mal organization, an educational system is relatively less receptive to
change (Griffith, in Miles, 1964, p. 425); (2) retraining of teachers
for a change can be rather costly; (3) maintaining some stability of
social relationships and functional procedures in a school is frequently
important. Nonetheless, pressures for educational change became accen-
tuated following 1957 when public reaction to the Soviet Union's space
achievements forced leaders concerned with education to consider ways to
effect widespread change.

Although improved? practices and innovations are desirable, there
is no guarantee that the diffusion of an educational innovation 17ill be
a smooth, successful process. How can an innovation be introduced so
that it will be maximally accepted by teachers? 1In reviewing the liter-
ature on educational change, it became obvious that evidence on this

problem was inadequate. The few available studies dealt mainly with the

1Institution, formal organization and system are used equivalently
throughout this report.

2Unfortunately, the label, "innovation,'" is sometimes assumed to
automatically imply an improved practice. Rogers (1965) and others
(e.g., Changing Times, 1966, pp. 6-10) have cautioned against assuming
that innovations have no deteriorative side-effects. The present in-
vestigators do not intend to imply blanket approval of all new ideas
and practices in education. These judgements are more appropriately
within the domain of other educational researchers and decision-makers.
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diffusion of innovations among schools (see Carlson, 1965, for example).
Given, however, that a school had adopted an innovation, the question
of how well the innovation was actually accepted and effectively used
in the school still remained. The available studies did not make clear
what indicators or factors might be associated with the successful in-
troduction and utilization of an innovation within a school. This
study was designed as part of a cross-cultural investigation into this
crucial problem.

At this point it is necessary to define what is meant by diffusion
of innovations and to briefly review the research on this topic.

Diffusion of innovations is defined as the process by which an in-

novation is transferred from one person or aggregate of persons to
another person or aggregate of persons in a social system over time
(Rogers, 1962, p. 12; Katz, 1961). In a broader sense, diffusion is
defined as the process of transmitting a message from a source system,
be it a person or aggregate, through a second system, which acts first
as a receiver then as a source, to a third and to later systems. The
message can be a material innovation, an idea, a piece of information,
etc.

It has been suggested (North Central Rural Sociology Committee,
1955) that there are five stages in the individual adoption process:
(1) the awareness stage, when the individual first learns of the inno-
vation, (2) the interest stage, when the individual becomes interested
ih the innovation and wants to find out more about it, (3) the trial
stage, when the individual uses the innovation on a very limited and
temporary basis to test the utility of the innovation, (4) the evalua-
tion stage, when the individual assesses his trial use of the innovation

and decides whether he should adopt the innovation totally, and
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(5) the adoption (or rejection) stage, when the individual actually
adopts (or rejects) the innovation. Taiis paradigm has been widely
applied to various ficlds and as a result several difficulties have
emerged: (1) the transition from the awareness to adoption may not fol-
low the time sequence suggested, (2) the transition from the interesf
stage to the evaluation stage is difficult to delineate, (3) in some
situations, the trial stage and the adoption stage overlap and are dif-
ficult to distinguish. Rogers and Shoemaker (1966) have retermed the

individual adoption process an innovation decision process defined as

the m:ntal process through which an individual passes from first know-
ledge of an innovation to final decision to adopt or reject the innova-
tion. They redefine the five '"stages" as four "functions," implying a
cumulative sequence of events, and conceptualize the functions as

(1) knowledge (awareness), (2) persuasion (attitude formation and/or
change), (3) decision (adoption or rejection), and (4) confirmation
(reinforcement). Both paradigms include awareness time and adoption
behavior as two distinct but related variables which can and should be
examined in any innovation diffusion study.

The diffusion research tradition is exemplified by studies in the
fields of rural sociology, education, medical sociology, communication
and others (Rogers, 1962, pp. 21-56). 1In the rural sociology tradition,
central attention has been directed toward the diffusion of agricultural
innovations, such as hybrid seed corn (Ryan and Gross, 1958; Lionberger,
1949, 1951, 1960; Rogers, 1961, 1962). 1In the medical sociology tradi-
tion, the diffusion of new drugs has been the focus of attention (Katz
and Menzel, 1954; Coleman, Katz and Menzel, 1957; Winick, 1961). In
education, Columbia University's Teachers College conducted an intensive

research program under the leadership of Professor Paul Mort to study
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the adaptability of schools to change and innovation (Ross, 1958).

Other educational innovation studies have been conducted and/or re-
viewed by Miles (1964) and Carlson (1965). In mass communications,
diffusion of news events has been studied by Greenberg and Parker (1965)
and Deutschmann and Danielson (1960). Fecently, diffusion researchers
have turned to the testing and generalization of U. S. diffusion find-
ings in other cultures (Rogers, 1964; Deutschman and Fals Borda, 1962;
Rahim, 1961).

In addition to the above research traditions, social scientists,
especially social psychologists, sociolcgists, and more recently,
business and managerial researchers, have been discussing the structure,
development and change of organizations. Significant theoretical and
empirical contributions in this area have been made by Barnard (1938),
Weber (1947), Simon (1945), Merton (1957), Etzioni (1961), Katz and Kahn
(1966) , March (1966) and Tannenbaum (1966). So far, little convergence
between the innovation diffusion tradition and organizational change re-
search has been attempted.

It may be noted that the present study differs from most educetional
diffusion studies in that: (1) this was a study of irnovation diffusion
within an institution, whereas most educational diffusion studies have
been concerned with between school diffusion; (2) this study investigated
the diffusion process from an institutional viewpoint, hence, the focal

point was the assimilation of an innovation in an institution; and

(3) the innovation investigated (schedule modification) was of a partic-
ular kind; namely, the institution was the decision-making unit and,
once the decision to adopt was made, compliance by all members of the

institution was required.l

1For a related theoretical discussion of research considerations
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Objectives of the Study

The main purpose of this study was to examine the factors or indi-
cators which might be associated with various degrees of innovation
assimilation in a school. As a result, high school teachers were made
the unit of analysis because, to a large extent, they were the indi-
viduals who actually used the innovation and thereby determined the
eventual success or failure of the innovation in the school.

There were several additional objectives:

1. Since the investigation was to serve as a pilot study for a
similar inquiry into educational innovation diffusion in Thailand, a
number of scales were to be constructed and tested for possible modi-
fication and use in the Thailand study. Further, the feasibility of
group administration of a questionnaire would be examined.

2. The present study was designed to test the general paradigm of
innovation diffusion in an institutional setting. The two major depen-
dent variables, innovation awareness time and innovation adoption time,
were included to ascertain if they were applicable to diffusion-within-
organization research.

3. The study also was geared to the investigation of two new depen-
dent variables which were considered important in studying diffusion

phenomenon in formal organizations; namely, innovation internalization}

defined as the extent to which a member of an organization perceived the

relative to the unit of adoption, see Katz (1962). Specific definitions
of the types of innovation decisions are presented in Chapter IV of this
report.

1Detailed theoretical rationale for this concept can be found in
Lin (1966).
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innovation to be relevant and valuable to his role performance, and

change orientation, defined as an individual's degree of general pre-
g g g P

disposition toward change.

4. Given different degrees of awareness, adoption, internalization
or change orientation among teachers, factors which might be related to
these variations were selected from institutional, communication, demo-
graphic, innovation characteristics, and psychological areas for the
purpose of exploring the conditions under which innovation assimilation
in schools would most likely occur.

5. The investigation was also planned to examine special communica-
tion patterns, sources of information, decision-making processes and
related phenomena which were assumed relevant to the process of innova-
tion diffusion in schools.

6. Finally, it was anticipated that the study would be an initial

step toward building a theory of innovation diffusion in institutions,



CHAPTER II

METHODOLOGY

The field study was conducted in three Michigan high schools (de-
noted as Schools 1, 2 and 3) in which the teachers were asked to com-
plete a questionnaire in a meeting arranged for that purpose. The
questionnaire was pretested in a high school (School P) with 29 teachers.
The innovation used in the pretest was independent study. Schedule
modification was the innovation used in the main study.l The dependent
variables were time of awareness, time of adoption, innovation inter-

nalization and self-perceived change orientation.

Selection of Independent Variables

Because of the exploratory nature of this study, a large number of
independent variables were selected for the investigation after review-
ing relevant innovation diffusion and organizational change research.
Following is a general description of each of the variables.?2

I. The demographic category of variables studied included:

1. Age.

2. Educational level attained.
3. Teaching salary.

4. Non-teaching salary.

5. Number of courses taken in the natural and physical sciences.

lgchedule modification is defined in the last section of this
chapter.

2specific operationalization of each variable may be found in
Appendices B and C.

17
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The nature and number of courses taught.

II. The institutional category included:

A,

"'Role perception' variables such as:

1. Role satisfaction: the extent to which the teacher was
satisfied with his work and working environment.

2. Feelings of securitv: the extent to which the respondent
felt secure and safe as a teacher in the school.

3. Self-rated teaching ability: the teacher was asked to
rate himself as a teacher in various realistic situations
such ac teaching on closed circuit television, being a
supervising teacher for a student teacher, methods of
teaching, methods of classroom discipline, etc.

4. Perceived peer-rating of teaching ability: how he thought
other teachers would rate him as a teacher in those areas
indicated in number 3 above.

5. Perceived principal-rating of teaching abilizy: how he
thought the principal would rate him as a teacher in
those areas.

6. Perceived student-rating of teaching ability: how he thought
the students would rate him as a teacher in those areas.

All of these variables were scaled and checked for internal

consistency.

"Perception of one’s superior" variables included:

1. Perceived psychological distance between self and the
principal: the teacher's perception of the degree of
social distance between himself and the principal.

2. Perceived psychological distance between other teachers

and the principal: the teacher's perception of the degree
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of social distance between fellow teachers in the school
and the principal.

Perceived source credibility of the principal: how he
perceived the principal as a source of information in
terms of qualification, dynamism, and safety.

Reported performance feedback from the principal: the
extent to which the principal told him about how he was
doing.

Perceived change orientation of the principal: the extent
to which the teacher perceived his principal to be change~
oriented.

Vertical communication: the teacher's perception of how
often he talked with the principal.

Participation: the extent to which the teacher perceived
himself taking part in relevant decision-making activities
in the school.

Perceived legitimacy of participation: the teacher's
perception of whether or not he thought his participation
was actually meaningful.

Perceived equalitarian relationship with the principal:
whether or not he felt his relationship with the princi-
pal was friendly and personal or strictly in terms of the
formal structure of the school.

Perceived department chairman's support of the innovation:
the extent to which he thought his chairman supported the
innovation.

Perceived superintendent's support of the innovation: the
extent to which he thought the superintendent supported

the innovation.
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12, Perceived principal's surport of the innovation: the ex-
tent to which he thought his principal supported the
innovation.

C. "Perception of peers" variables included:

1. Self-designated opinion leadership: Rogers and Cartano's
(1962) six-item scale was used.

2, Ascribed opinion leadership: each teacher was asked to
name three teachers whom he respected most as teachers,
three whom he talked to most frequently in regard to
teaching performance problems, and three whom he con-
sidered school opinion leaders in discussing crucial edu-
cational issues.l

3. Innovation internalization norm for each teacher's
designaced opinion leaders: how a given teacher's opinion
leaders actually felt about the innovation.

4. Perceived cohesiveness of the school faculty: how the
teacher thought other teachers in the school got along
as a group.

5. Perceived frequency of general horizontal communication:
how often the teacher thought he talked with other teachers.

6. Perceived frequency of horizontal communication about the
innovation: how often he thought he talked with other

teachers about the innovation.

IThese two kinds of opinion leadership measurement (self-designated
and peer-ascribed) were included to test whether the scales were equiva-
lent in terms of the dependent variable, and if not, whether both scales
were useful for the study of innovation diffusion in formal organiza-
tions.
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"Perception of students" variables included:

1. The teacher's perception of student benefits from the

2.

3.

innovation.
Student attitudes toward the innovation
The importance of considering student reactions when

deciding to adopt an innovation.

"Perception of school procedural consequences' variables

included:

1.

2.

Perceived changes in class procedures: the extent to
which it was necessary to change class procedures be-
cause of the innovation.

Perceived changes in administrative procedures: the ex-
tent to which overall school procedures were altered to

accommodate the innovation.

"Extra-institutional relations" variables included:

1.

Orientation to non-peers: how many, out of five closest
friends, were not teachers.

Peer-ascribed community status: the extent to which in-
dividual teachers were named by other teachers as (1) re-
spected teachers in the community and (2) active in com-

munity affairs.

IIT. The communication behavior category included two sub-areas:

A.

"General communication behavior" variables included:

1.

2.

The number of non-professional journals read.
General mass media exposure which covered newspaper,
magazine and book reading habits plus commercial and

educational radio and television viewing habits.

"Professional communication behavior' variables included:
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1. Number of professional journals read regularly.

2, Frequency of professional meeting attendance.

3. Organizational memberships.

4. Knowledge about local and state educational activities.

5. Knowledge about how the school was using the innovation.

6. Accuracy of information about how many innovations the
school had adopted.

7. The teacher's perception of how adequate was his know-
ledge about the innovation.

IV. In the perception of innovation category, items called for:

1. Teacher opinions on the divisibility of the innovation.
2. Desirability of limited trial use of the innovation.
3. Advantages and disadvantages of the innovation.

V. In the psychology and personality category, measures were used

for:
1. Open-mindedness (dogmatism scale).
2. Need for autonomy.
3. Cosmopolite orientation.
These variables were all measured with scaled items.
Table 1 outlines the above categorization of independent variables
and presents the hypothesized direction of the correlation (where appro-

priate) between each independent variable and each dependent variable.

The Questionnaire

After reviewing relevant literature, several questionnaire items
were adapted from existing scales. Additional items were constructed.
This combined list of items became the first draft of the instrument.

Two graduate students at Michigan State University who had previous high
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TABLE 1

CATEGORIZATION OF VARIABLES AND HYPOTHESES

Independent Variables

Predicted direction
of correlation with
dependent variables

IT.

Demographic

1.

Age . . . .o 000 o

. Educational level attained
. Teaching salary .
. Non-teaching income

. Number of courses taken in the natural

and physical sciences

Institutional

A. Role Perceptions

1. Role satisfaction . . . . . . . .
2. Feelings of security . . . . . .
3. Self-rated teaching ability

4. Perceived peer-rating of teaching
ability

5. Perceived principal-rating of
teaching ability

6. Perceived student-rating of teach-
ing ability

Perceptions of superiors and superior
relations
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TABLE 1 CON'T.

Dependent Variables
1 2 3 4

Independent Variables

1. Perceived psychological distance
betwcen self and principal . . . . . - - - -

2. Perceived psychological distance
between other teachers and prin-
cipal . . . L., - - - -

3. Perceived source credibility of
primcipal . . . . . . 0, L, + + + +

4. Reported performance feedback from
the principal . . . . . . . ., . .. + + + +

5. Perceived change orientation of the
principal . . . . . . . . ., . .. + + + +

6. Perceived vertical communication
with the principal . . . . . . . . . + + + +

7. Perceived level of participation in
work-related problem-solving and

decision-making . . . . . . ., . . . + + + +

8. Perceived legitimacy of partici-
pation . . . . . . . . . . ... .. + + + +

9. Perceived equalitarian relationship
with tne principal . . . . . ., . . . + + + +

10. Perceived department chairman's
support of the innovation . . . . . + + + +

11. Perceived superintendent's support
of the innovation . . ., . . . ., . . + + + +

12. Perceived principal's support of
the innovation . . . . . . . ., . . . + + + +

C. Perceptions of peers and peer relations

1. Self-designated opinion leadership
score .. ... oL e, + + + +

2. Peer-ascribed opinion leadership
score . .. . L 00 000 + + + +

3. Perceived cohesiveness of school
faculty . . . . . .. ... .. .. + + + +
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TARTE 1 CON'T.

Dependent Variables

Ind d i
ndependent Variables 1 9 3 4

4. Group innovation internalization
norm for each teacher's designated
opinion leaders . . . . . . . . . . + + + +

5. Perceived frequency of general hori-
zontal communication . . . . . . . . + + + +

6. Perceived frequency of horizontal
communication about the innovation . + + + +

D. Perceptions of students

1. Perceived student benefits from the

innovation . . . . . . . . . . . .. + + + +
2. Perceived importai - of student
reactions to the innovation . . . . + + + +

3. Perceived student attitude toward
the innovation . . . . . . . . . . . + + + +

4. Perceived student receptivity of
the innovation (composite score;
#1 & #3 above) . . . . . . . . . .. + + + +
E. Perceptions of school procedural changes
resulting from adoption of the innova-
tion

1. Perceived changes in class procedures - - -

2. Perceived changes in administrative
procedures . . . . . . . . . . . . . - - -

3. Perceived changes in class and ad-
ministrative procedures (composite
score; #1 & #2 above) . . . . . . . - - -

F. Extra-institutional relations

1. Orientation to non-peers . . . . . . + - +

2. Peer-ascribed community status based
on respect as a teacher . . . . . . + + + +

3. Peer-ascribed community status based
on activity in community affairs . . + + + +

4, Peer-ascribed community status {(com-
posite score; #2 & #3 above) . . . . + + + +
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TABLE 1 CON'T.

Dependent Variables
1 2 3 4

Independent Variables

ITI. Communication Behavior
A. General communication behavior
1. General mass media exposure ., , , , + + + +

2. Number of non-professional journals
read regularly . . . ., . ., . . . . . + + + +

B. Professional communication behavior

1. Number of professional journals

read regularly . . . ., . . . ., ., .. + + + +
2. Frequency of professional meeting

attendance . . . . ., , . ., . . .. + + + +
3. Number of organizational memberships + + -+ +

4. Information level about local and
state education activities . . ., . . + + + +

5. Accuracy of information about the
number of school adopted innovations + + + +

6. Information level about school use
of the inmnovation . . . . . . . . . + + + +

7. Perceived adequacy of information
about the innovation . . ., . . . ., ., + + + +

IV. Perception of the Innovation

1. Perceived divisibility of the innovation - - -

2. Desirability of limited trial use of
the innovation . . . . ., ., . ., . ., . - - -

V. Psychological and Personality
1. Dogmatism . . . . . , . . . . . . . .. - - -
2. Need for autonomy . . . . . .. . . . . + + + +

3. Cosmopolite orientation . . . . . . . . + + + +
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school teaching experience critically examined these items. This step
was primarily intended to adjust the clarity of the items. After
modification and reorganization, tha2 screened items were assembled as
a preliminary form of the questionnaire. Four experienced researchers
in education and communication examined the questionnaire to check
definitions, examples, and format. The result of this scrutinization
was the questionnaire used in the pretest school.

The final questionnaire used in the main study consisted of 57
pages with 200 items (Appendix C) In the introduction to the question-
naire, the general purpose of the study was described and the confiden-
tial nature of the individual's response was emphasized. The respon-
dents were asked not to place their names on the questionnaire and were
assured that the data would be used only by the research team.

Because of the length of the questionnaire, a response-set item
was inserted.l Tt read, '"On the average, a senior student in high
school is about 17 or 18 years old.'" Concentration of responses in the
first two categories, 'agree very much' and "agree on the whole'", would
be an indication that teachers were accurately and meaningfully re-
sponding to the question. The final analysis showed that 100 percent
of the School 1 respondents, 97.3 percent of the School 2 respondents,
and 94.6 percent of the School 3 respondents selected positive response
categories for this question. It seemed safe to assume that the re-
sponses obtained, generally speaking, were free from a general tendency
to agree or disagree with questionnaire items regardless of their con-
tent.

The questionnaire began with behavioral items such as mass media

exposure and prior adoption of innovations. Demographic items concluded

the questionnaire.

I1he response-set item was number 88 in the questionnaire.
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The Pretest

In order to select a school which had not adopted the innovation
(schedule modification) used in the main study, but which had adopted
an innovation that, in general, affected most of the teaching staff and
students, a short mailed questionnaire was sent to 60 secondary school
principals in Michigan inquiring about innovations adopted and the size
of the teaching staff in cach school. School P was selected as the
pretest school for the following reasons:

1. Tt had a faculty of 33 teachers which was a sufficient number
for pretesting (29 teachers actually participated in the pretest).

2. It was an innovative school which had adopted innovations such
as independent study, language laboratory, programmed learning, new
mathematics, and biological science curriculum services.

3. It had not adopted schedule modification which was the innova-
tion used in the main study; thus, it did not conflict with the future
selection of sample schools.

Independent study was utilized as the innovation in the pretest be-
cause it resembled schedule modification in its impact on the system as
a whole.

A group-administered instrument was used. The teachers met in a
conference room and were asked to complete the questionnaire while the
research team was present to explain and discuss problems the teachers
might have in supplying the data. A general oral explanation of the
}esearch project was given before the questionnaires were distributed.

Data from the pretest was utilized for ascertaining the internal
consistency of scales. Inter-item correlations were calculated for each

scale. Retention of scale items was based on the following criteria:
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(1) whether the correlation was in the expected direction, and (2) how
well each item correlated with all other items. As a result of this
analysis some items were eliminated from the pretest scales and the

items which remained became the scales used in the main study.l

Data Collection

The three secondary schools utilized in the main study were se-
lected on the basis of the following criteria:

1. Each had 30 or more teachers on the school staff.

2. Each of the three schools could be described as an innovative
school. Selection of this type of school places restrictions upon the
generalizability of the findings. Innovative schools may possess unique
institutional attributes and may attract or only hire particular kinds
of personnel to their faculty.

3. All three schools encompassed grades 9 through 12 and each had
an approximate enrollment of 1,100 students at the time of data collec-
tion.

4. Each school had adopted schedule modification at least by the
fall of 1965.

The general procedure used during the data collection phase of this
study was as follows:

1. The research team, usually consisting of three members, arrived
at the school about one hour earlier than the scheduled meeting time on
the designated date. School 1 was visited on a Tuesday, School 2 on a
Thursday and School 3 on a Friday. All questionnaires were administered

in the afternoon and about one hour was necessary for completion.

lFor detail on both the pretest and main study inter-item correla-
tions for each scale, see Lin (1966).
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2. The research team usually toured the school building to famili~
arize themselves with the school environment. Questions were asked of
the principal about the student body, size of staff and operational
details of the innovation studied in the school.

3. At the scheduled hour, the teachers gathered in a conference
room, a library, or the teachers' planning area. The principal intro-
duced the research team to the teachers after which the team leader
briefly explained the purposes of the study and thanked the teachers
for their time and cooperation. Teachers were reminded not to discuss
their responses among themselves and that the research team was avail-
able if they had any problems or desired clarification.

4. Group administration of the questionnaire in a captive situation
was used for several reasons. First, it permitted maximum social con-
trol in the field situation. Second, it saved time for both the re-
searchers and the teachers as compared to individual interviews. Third,
it was economical. Fourth, it caused minimal disruption of the school
schedule. Finally, experience with the pretest demonstrated the
feasibility of the technique under these field conditions.

5. The instrument was usually completed within an hour. The range
was 23 minutes to 80 minutes.

Some specific incidents should be mentioned.

In School 1, the first completed questionnaire took 30 minutes and
the last took 80 minutes. The variance in completion Lime was compounded
somewhat by the serving of refreshments and accompanying casual conver-
sation among the teachers. There were 57 teachers on the school staff
but only 45 completed a questionnaire.

In School 2, the first completed questionnaire took 23 minutes and

the last took 55 minutes. There were 53 teachers on the school staff,
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but only 37 completed a questionnaire. Thirty-one completed it in the
scheduled time; six returned their questionnaires by mail the next day.
At the beginning of the meeting, there were about 8 more teachers pre-
sent but they left the room while the questionnaires were being dis-
tributed. The exact reasons why they left were not known, but the
possibilities were: (1) the principal had told them that the session
would take 45 minutes, whereas the researchers announced that it would
take about 60 minutes; some of them might have felt they would not be
able to finish; (2) a general resentment which these teachers might have
toward such data-gathering.

In School 3, che first completion took 30 minutes and the last 65
minutes. There were 37 teachers on the school staff and all completed
a questionnaire. All questionnaires were completed at the scheduled
meeting.

School 1 and School 2 were visited in December, 1965, and School 3
in March, 1966.

In Schools 1 and 3, there was some confusion as to the term, "the
principal,' used in the questionnaire. In both cases, the individual
who bore the title was chiefly responsible for external affairs, whereas,
the assistant principal performed the usual functions of a principal in
the school building. This was pointed out to the research team in

several teachers' comments.

Sample Description

As can be seen in Table 2, there was no difference more than sampl-
ing error expectation for sex (x2=2.308, with Yate': correction, d.£f.=2),
education level (x2=5.93 with Yate's correction, d.f.=6), or income

level (x2=11.59 with Yate's correction, d.f.=6) among the three schools,.


http:x2=11.59
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TABLE 2

CHARACTERISTICS OF RESPONDENTS IN THE THREE SCHOOLS

School 1 School 2 School 3

N=45 N=37 N=37
Sex Male . . . . . . . . . .. 42.27% 56.8% 54.1%
Female . . . . . . . . . . 55.6% 40.5% 35.1%
No response. . . . . ., . . 2.27% 2.7% 10.87
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Age 20-29 . . . . .. ..., 31.1% 67.5% 66.7%
30-39 . .. .. 0oL .. 26.6% 13.5% 32.4%
40-49 . . . .. . 0. .. 17.8% 13.5% 8.1%
0 20.0% 2.7% 2.7%
No response, . . . . . . . 4.47, 2.7% 0%
100.0%%* 100.0% 100.3%
Education 1-3 Years of College or
Bachelor's . . . . . . , . 37.8% 37.8% 27.0%
Bachelor's + , , . . , . . 33.3% 35.1% 27.0%
Master's . . , . . . . .. 17.8% 18.9% 27.0%
Master's + . ., . . . . . . 11.1% 2.7% 18.9%
No response . . . . . . . 0% 8.1% 07
100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Income 5000-6000. . . . . . . ., . 22,2% 51.3% 23.5%
6001-7000. . . . . . . . . 11.1% 13.5% 27.0%
70061-8000. . . . . . . . . 28.97% 16.27% 16.2%
8001+, . . . . . . . ... 20.0% 5.4% 8.1%
No response, , . . . ., ., 17.8% 13.5% 24.3%

100. 0% 100.0% 100.0%

*Some columns do not total 100% due to rounding error.
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There were differences among the schools for teachers' age groups:
School 1 tended to have older teachers than the other two schools

(x2=14.6 with Yate's correction, d.f.=6, p=.05).

The Innovation Investigated

Schedule modification was the innovation investigated in the pre-
sent study. It contrasts sharply with conventional methods of school
scheduling which are based upon a 1892 Nation:! Education Association
recommendation that every subject should be taught in the same way and
to the same extent to each student. In 1910, the NEA recommendation
was the basis for establishment of the Carnegie Unit of Credit which
dictated that each student take 120 hours of instruction per year to
receive one credit. After 1910, conventional school scheduling became
generally fixed to the Carnegie Unit with standardized 40 to 45 minute
class periods, 4 or 5 times per week. "In 1954, 64 percent of America's
high schools used the Carnegie Unit as the basis for graduation, and
most of the remaining schools organized on a framework originally re-
commended in 1892" (Austin and Gividen, 1960).

Schedule modification, or flexible scheduling, is used to describe
a number of ways for varying the length and placement of class periods
in elementary and secondary schools. One of the first attempts at
schedule modification was called the floating-period schedule in which
one particular class period in the week was moved daily to a different
position within the schedule. Adaptations introduced during the 1950's
included the major and minor schedule, the "one-subject-at-a-time" plan,
flexible activity, and block or group scheduling. About 1960, some U.S.
schools began to utilize computers for flexible scheduling in order to

achieve a more individually oriented program for each student. The
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various schedule modification programs not only attempt to provide for
individual student needs, but certain programs allow schedule adjust-
ment according to the subject being taught, the methods and materials
being used, and the requirements of individual teachers.

Schedule modification was defined in the questionnaire as follows:

For purposes of this study, schedule modification (flex-

ible scheduling) is defined as a secondary school situa-

tion where class size, length of class meetings, number

and spacing of classes are varied according to an assess-

ment of the nature of the subject, type of instruction,

and ability and interest of the students.

A survey of 60 Michigan high schools, conducted prior to the pre-
sent investigation, indicated that 35 of the schools had adopted
schedule modification. The degree and nature of schedule modification,
however, varied considerably from one school to another.

Among the three sample schools, School 1 adopted the module system
with units of 32, 48, 64 and 89 minutes in February 1965. School 2
started using 50-minute and 70-minute blocks in September 1965.

School 2 adopted the module system with units of 45, 60, 75, 90 and 105
minutes in September 1964. Of the three schools, only School 1 utilized
computer scheduling in their schedule modification program.

Two open-ended questions in the questionnaire asked teachers to
cite the advantages and disadvantages of the use of schedule modifica-
tion in their school. For both questions only the first three citations
from each respondent were coded.

Table 3 shows the advantages cited by the teachers in each school.
Better allocation and use of time was the most frequently cited advan-
tage with some teachers indicating they were particularly satisfied

with the use of time in the laboratories. The second most frequently

mentioned advantage was that the innovation allowed greater choice of
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subjects for students. Respondents pointed out that students became
more interested in the courses because of the variety of time periods.
The teachers also noted that the innovation allowed them to give more
personal assistance to the students which resulted in the students hav-
ing more opportunity to participate and fostering closer relationships
between the teachers and students. A total of 168 citations were made
by the respondents.

What about the perceived disadvantages created by the innovation?
Table 4 shows that two major problems were considered most serious by
the teachers. A large percentage of themn cited student discipline pro-
blems as a result of the varied period lengths. In this category, the
teachers mentioned that some students did not realize their responsi-
bilities, that they did not use their time adequately, that their rela-
tionship with the teacher was weakened, and that they actually had too
much freedom. The teachers also cited the problem of confusion and
noise in the school building caused by the innovation. They further
noted inadequate school facilities, including higher demand for record-
keeping and programming problems. Some complained that the change was
not thorough enough while a few others thought the change was too ex-

tensive and against tradition. A total of 118 citations were made.
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TABLE 3

PERCEIVED ADVANTAGCES OF SCHEDULE
MODIFICATION BY SCHOOL

Number of Mentions

Category School 1 School 2 | School 3 | Total
1. More adequate use of time 13 17 24 54
2. More choice of subjects 18 4 10 32
3. More student interest 13 5 4 22
4. More personal assistance
to students 13 5 3 21
5. More emphasis on learning 6 3 5 14
6. More student self-respon-
sibility 5 4 0 9
7. Better and more student-
oriented teachers 2 2 3 7
8. Smaller classes 2 1 1 4
9. Better use of school and
community resources 1 0 1 2
10. Forcing changes in teach-
ing methods 1 0 0 1
11. Reducing the domination
of a few teachers 1 0 0 1
12. More school responsi-
bility 1 0 0 1
Total 76 41 51 168
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TABLE 4

PERCEIVED DISADVANTAGES OF SCHEDULE
MODIFICATION BY SCHOOL

Number of Mentions
Category School 1 | School 2] School 3 | Total

. More student discipline
problems 33 14 7 54

. Muyre confusion and noise 7 12 7 26

. Lack of student interest

. More demand for equip-
ment and facilities 3 0 6 9

. Adjustment problems 5 1 2 8

(especially in longer
time periods) 1 0 5 6

. More student failure 3 2 0 5

iore demand on teachers
(especially for prepar-

ations) 1 1 2 4
. Not changed thoroughly 1 1 1 3
. Changed too much 1 0 1 2

Impracticality for small
classes 0 1 0 1

Total 55 32 21 118




‘CHAPTER III
INNOVALION AWARENESS

listribution’ of Awareness Rate

Wi

Figure 1 shows thgt there was one respondent who reported he was
not aware of the innovation at the time he completed the questionnaire.
This is either an error or the true response of an extremely laggardly
teacher.

It is interestiqg@go:noté that the awareness distribution approaches
a normal curve centefing aréund the median category of 13 to 18 months
ago. More than two-thigds (68.7 percent) of the teachers became aware
of the innovation within the two yeav period prior to data-gathering.
Since the actual adoption of the innovation by the schools took place
from six to eighteen months prior to the time of data collection, it
seemed that the teachers tended to become aware of the innovation just
prior to the time the school decided to adopt it or just about the time

the school was going to adopt it.

Sources of Initial Awareness
Table 5 indicat-:s that the supervisor seemed to be the most impor-
tant source of informaiion about the innovation. One fifth of the
teachers in the sample learned of the innovation through him. The next
two most frequent communication sources were college instructors and
fellow teachers; they combined to supply more than one-third of the re-
spondents with information about schedule modification. On the ccher

hand, only one teacher was informed of the innovation through viewing

38



Figure 1. Innovation Awareness Rate For the Three Schools Combined
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TABLE 5

SOURCES OF INITIAL AWARENESS ABOUT
SCHEDULE MODIFICATIONS

Percentage of

Communication Sources Respondents
I. INTERPERSONAL
Supervisor 20.2
College Inmstructor 17.6
Fellow Teacher . . . . . . . . . . .. ... 17.6
Principal 9.2
Superintendent and Assistant Superintendent 3.4
High School Teacher 2.5
Job Interviewer 1.7
Fellow Student in College . . . . . . . 0.8
Total Interpersonal Sources . ., . 73.0%
IT. MASS M:DIA
Journal Article . . . . . . . ... ... 11.8
Educational Meeting . . . . . . ., . . . . . 7.6
Books or Salesmen . . . . ., . . .. ... 2.5
Educational Film . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 0.8
Others . . . . . . . . . . . . ... .. .. 1.7
Total Mass Media Sources . . . ., . 24,47,
No Response . . . . . . ., . . . . .. 2.6%
Total 100.0%

N=119
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an educational film, and three others read about it in books or heard
about it through salesmen.

The communication sources are divided into two general categories,
interpersonal versus mass media sources (the first eight categories in
Table 5 versus the last five categories). It can be seen that 73 per-
cent of the respondents first heard about the innovation from inter-
personal sources while only 24.4 percent of them learned of it from mass
media sources. This finding suggests that either educators do not
attend to the mass media for information about innovations or the mass
media in education do not adequately report on innovations, or both.
Since the most efficient way to transmit information widely is through
mass media channels, this finding suggests the need to investigate and
develop mass communication channels in education so that the spread of
knowledge about new educational practices can be more rapid. This
need was also reflected in the responses to a question which asked
teachers to rank (1) books and/or magazines, (2) other educators,

(3) non-educators and (4) mass media (radio, television, and newspapers)
in terms of the importance of these sources in providing new educational
ideas. Educators were rated as the most significant sources, books and
magazines were second, followed by mass media and non-educators. The
rankings, although expected, also point to the unrealized potential of
mass media channels for diffusing new educational ideas because it
appears that the present utilization of these channels is far from
optimal.

However, the obvious impact of interpersonal channels should not
be overlooked. Not only did the findings here indicate that interper-
sonal channels were predominant sources of initial information about

the innovations, previous research (Rogers, 1962, pp. 217-20) indicates
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that thece channels are more important than mass media channels for
influencing an individual's evaluation of an innovation. The sugges-
tion of greater utilization of mass media channels in education does
not imply subsequent less use of interpersonal channels. Both are

important.

Correlates of Innovation Awareness

The next question for investigation was what factors might be re-
lated to a teacher being an early knower about the innovation; or, in
another sense, what kind of teacher became aware of the innovation
earlier than others. Correlations (Pearson product momcnt zero-order
correlations) were calculated between innovation awareness scores (de-
fined in terms of when a teacher became aware of schedule modification)
and the independent variables described in the first chapter (see
Appendix A for the compleie findings).

Nine variables were positively correlated with innovation ayare-
ness:

1. Time of adoption of the innovation (0.32)1

2. Age (0.24)

3. Perceived cohesiveness of the schoo. faculty (0,23)

4. Perceived adequacy of information about the innovation (0.23)

5. Educational level attained (0.22)

6. Reported performance feedback from the principal (0.22)

lgee Chapter IV for a discussion of why time of adoption is not a
meaningful variable in the context of this study; the reported correla-
tion should be interpreted accordingly (numbers in parentheses are
correlation coefficients).
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7. Self-perceived change orientation (0.21)1

8. Perceived frequency of horizontal communication about the
innovation (0.20)

9. Teaching salary (0.18)
Two variables were negatively correlated with innovation awareness:
1. Perceived frequency of general horizontal communica*ion (-0.20)

2. Perceived importance of student reactions to the innovation
(-0.30)

An intuitively logical time sequence among certain of the variables
would suggest that innovation awareness preceded adoption, horizontal
communication about the innovation, and demand for adequate knowledge
about the innovation. However, awareness and adoption could occur con-
currently for some individuals. Hor.zontal communication about the
innovation could precede awareness for that single message transaction
in which certain individuals first learned of the innovation from a
colleague. So even for these few variables, statements positing a time
sequence were not without exceptions. Similarly, time-ordered rela-
tionships among other of the variables significantly correlated with
awareness time were impossible to determine from the findings of this
field study. Only statements of the co-variation of the variables at
the time of data collectiow could, or should, be made.

Several demographic factors such as age, educational level, and
teaching salary were associated with the time of initial awareness for
the teachers. The remaining factors such as performance feedback from

the principal, perceived faculty cohesiveness and self-perceived change
orientation indicated that socio-psychological factors were related to

awareness time.

1Self-perceived change orientation was also treated elsewhere in
this report as a dependent variable in this study.
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The finding that educational level attained was significantly
correlated with awareness time lends support to the emphasis on
teachers pursuing further training. The positive relationship between
age and awareness time was expected because older teachers were likely
to have more years of teaching experience and therefore to have been
exposed to the innovation earlier than younger teachers who may not yet
have been employed as teachers at the time the innovation was first
available; a majority of the teachers in this sample were 29 years of
age or younger. Similarly, the positive correlation between salary
level and awareness time was expected because older teachers with more
years of teaching experience would have generally higher salaries than
younger teachers. The correlation between salary level and age in this
sample was 0.54, between salary level and level of education 0.26, and
between age and level of education 0.28.

Another finding suggested that whether, and how frequently, the
principal conferred with teachers on their role performance was related
to the teachers' time of awarenecss about the innovation. The evaluation
and encouragement offered in such principal-teacher sessions, as well as
the frequency of these meetings, may have stimulated the teachers toward
further improvement. Perhaps, too, the content of these sessions may
have included discussion of innovations relevant to improved role per-
formance which may have stimulated teachers to seek information about
other educational innovations. 1In any event, this finding gives edu-
cational administrators a useful clue if they wish to improve the pro-
bability that teachers actively seek information about new educational
practices,

The teacher's perception of the degree of interpersonal attraction

among the teachers in the school (faculty cohesiveness) was also related
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to innovation awareness time. This relationship may have resulted be-
cause the teacher who perceived the faculty as a cohesive group actively
sought new information to maintain his conversational status with col-
leagues (the correlation between perceived cohesiveness and horizontal
communication about the innovation was 0.25). No matter what the actual
rationale may be, the perception of a cohesive, friendly atmosphere
among the teachers was related to early knowledge about the innovation.

A self-perceived change orientation scale consisting of four itemsl
was utilized in the main study to measure a teacher's general attitude
toward new ideas in education. Change orientation was significantly
related to innovation awareness, innovation internalization and a num-
ber of other "interpretable" variables. Since self-perceived change
orientation was related to awareness and adoption times, the next ques-
tion which should be raised is, "how can a person's willingness to ac-
cept change be increased?" A later chapter will deal more specifically
with this question.

The two factors which were negatively correlated with innovation
awareness presented interpretation difficulties. The reason why early
knowers would communicate less frequently with other teachers was not
readily apparent. One possibility may be that early knowers were per-
ceived by other teachers as deviants from "traditional" educational
norms and general communication with them was reduced (Rogers, 1962,
pp. 193-207). A methodological clue was that the horizontal communica-

tion scale was rather weak2 and its relationship with other variables,

IThe item correlations, all in the expected direction, ranged from
.08 to .38.

2The correlation between the two scale items is 0.08,
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including innovation awareness, might have been confounded. 1t appears

that these relationships demand further investigation.



CHAPTER IV
INNOVATION ADOPTION

Decision-Making Processes

Rogers (1965) suggested that educational diffusion studies should
attend to decision-making processes in order to determine at what level
in the school system the decision to adopt or reject an innovation is
made. This consideration was especially crucial in determining whether
adoption time was an applicable and meaningful variable in the insti-
tutional context under study.

Four types of decision-making processes were specified by Rogers.
The four represent a continuum ranging from voluntary individual de-
cisions to organizational decisions demanding member compliance.

1. An optional decision is made when an individual is free to make
a final adoption-rejection choice but may be influenced by the norms of
the social system in reaching the decision.

2. A contingent decision is one in which an individual is allowed
to make a choice to adopt or not only after the system of which he is a
member has decided to adopt.

3. A collective decision results when members of a system as a
whole participate in the decision to adopt or reject an innovation and
once adoption is decided the individual members are required to comply.

4. An authority decision is one in which an individual has to
adopt or reject as the result of an order by others.

With this classification in mind, the respondents were asked to indicate
which kind of decision-making process they felt was involved in the adop-

tion of schedule modification in their school. The results are shown

in Table 6.
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TABLE 6

PERCEIVED DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES REGARDING
SCHEDULE MODIFICATION

School 1  School 2  School 3
Type of Innovation Decision (N=45) (N=37) (N=37)

1. A voluntary, personal decision
(sub-type of optional) 6.7% 8.17% 5.4%

2. A decision upon which you had no
influence but you had the choice
of adopting or not (optional
decision) 15,6% 10.87% 18.97%

3. A decision by consensus but you
had the option of adopting it or
not (contingent decision) 17.8% 29.7% 10.8%

4. A decision by consensus but you
were required to adopt (collec-
tive decision) 28.9% 5.47, 10.8%

5. A decision made for you and you
were required to adopt (authority

decision) 11.1% 8.1% 37.8%

6. Others 20.0%%* 13.5% 10.87%
7. No response 00.0% 24,37 5.4%
100.0%**  100.0% 100.0%

*0f 9 respondents in this category, 6 indicated that the school had
adopted schedule modification before they joined the staff.

**Total percentages may vary sliéhtly from 1007% due to rounding error.
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It can be seen that many of the School 1 teachers perceived that
the adoption decision in their school was collective, a large portion
of the School 2 teachers perceived it as a contingent decision and more
than one-third of the School 3 teachers thought it was a forced deci-
sion. A majority of the respondents in Schools1l and 3 perceived that
they were individually required to adopt the innovation after the
school decided to adopt. The fact that many School 2 teachers felt
that they had not been required to adopt the innovation may be partially
explained by information presented in the next section; namely, that a
large percentage of them apparently did not perceive that the school
had adopted the innovation. It will be recalled that School 2 had
adopted schedule modification with only two time blocks (50 and 70
minutes). It seems possible, therefore, that the innovation was not
as visible to teachers in School 2 as it was in Schools 1 and 3, hence
required adoption may not nave seemed salient to them.

Since a large portion of the respondents indicated that they were
not individually permitted to make the adoption decision, it became
questionable if individual innovation adoption time was a meaningful

index in this research context.

Distribution of Adoption Rate

The distribution of the inncvation adoption rate in the three
schools (in terms of how many months ago each teacher said he first
used the innovation) is shiown in Figure 2. As expected, little vari-
ability in adoption rate was obtained.

More noteworthy than the expected small degree of variability in
adoption rate was the discrepancy between the time teachers perceived

themselves to have first used the innovation and the time the school



Figure 2. Individual Adoption Rate for Schedule Modification
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had actually adopted the innovation. In School 1, 78 percent of the
respondents said either they had not adopted the innovationl or that they
had adopted it only within the last six months. 1In fact, School 1 had
adopted schedule modification 10 months previous to data collection.

In School 2, the official adoption time was four months prior to the
study yet 81 percent of the respondents indicated they had not adopted
the innovation. 1In School 3, the official adoption time was 18 months
prior to the study but 54 percent of the respondents said either they had
adopted the innovation only within the past six months or that they had
not adopted the innovation at all.

These discrepancies, which erred largely on the conservative side,
suggested that there were factors associated with individual adoption
time of schedule modification which were not ascertained by the instru-
ment used in this study. This outcome cast further doubt on the use of

individual adoption time as a meaningful variable in this analysis.

Problems

The previous discussion has illustrated theoretical as well as em-
pirical difficulties encountered in using individual adoption time as a
variable in the present research context; i.e., in a formal organi-
zation. First, it was clear that the decision to adopt schedule modi-
fication in each school was not accomplished individually by the
teachers. For an innovation of this type, all teachers in the school

theoretically "adopted" the innovation at the same time. Second,

1"No Response' to the adoption time question were treated as '"Not
Adopted" responses.
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because all teachers "adopted" at the same time, there should have been
no variability in individual adoption time within a given school.

There was, however, some variability in the time teachers in each

school perceived themselves to have first used the innovation. While

a portion of this variability might be due to inaccurate recall of the
exact date of adoption, the magnitude of the proportion of discrepancies
between individual and school adoption times suggests that other fac-
tors were operative in the situation.

Analysis of these problems has led the authors to re-examine the
decision processes specified at the beginning of this chapter. The
four types of decision-making processes are appropriate to the descrip-
tion of types of innovation decisions involving an individual as the
unit of adoption in a societial structure, but appear to be an over-
simplification of the types of innovation decisions which take place
within the context of a formal organization. In the latter case, the
adoption of an innovation may involve either the individual member or
the organization as the functional unit of adoption. Compliant adoption
behavior is expected on the part of the members when the organization
is the functional unit of adoption. Furthermore, specification of the
types of innovation decisions it corganizations must take account of the
nature of the authority structure of the organization because, under
that structure, the unit of adoption and the decision-making unit may
not always be the same.

A paradigm of innovation decisions in formal organizations can be

outlined as follows:

I. THE INDIVIDUAL AS THE FUNCTIONAL UNIT OF ADOPTION (compliant adop-
tion behavior is not required of all members)

Type of Innovation Decision Decision~Making Unit

A. Optional . . . . . . . 1. Individual member
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B. Contingent . . . . . . 1. The organization (enabling
decision)

a. by a collective enabling
decision
or

b. by an authority enabling
decision
2. Individual members

a. by an optional adoption
decision

II. THE ORGANIZATION AS THE FUNCTIONAL UNIT OF ADOPTION (compliant
adoption behavior is required of all members)

Type of Innovation Decision Decision-Making Unit
C. Collective . . . . . . 1. Members as an aggregate
D. Authority . . . . . . 1. Officers of the organization

Functional unit of adoption is defined as the level within the
system at which the innovation is operationally adopted. Schedule
modification, for example, is functionally adopted at an organizational
level; i.e., generally the entire school must adopt at the same time
because schedule modification involves class-period lengths which
operate across the entire organization. If individual teachers were
permitted to adopt schedule modification, the class-period system
would be in a chaotic state. On the other hand, certain innovations
can be adopted by individual members of an organization and utilized
on an individual basis. For example, individual teachers in a school
may be free to adopt class discussion as a teaching method and may
adopt it without requiring adoption by other teachers in the school
or in their own department.

When the organization is the functional unit of adoption, the
decision to adopt requires that all members comply with that decision.
Adoption time is simultaneous for all members of the organization at

the time the innovation is put into practice. When the individual is



54

the functional unit of adoption, compliant adoption behavior across
the entire organization is not required and there can be individual
differences in adoption time.l

Within these two broad categories defining the unit of adoption,
optional and contingent types of decisions are appropriate to indi-
vidual adoption, and collective and authority types of decisions are
appropriate to organizational adoption.

1. An optional innovation decision is made by an individual mem-

ber of the organization without requiring that other members of the
organization make a similar decision. The individual may, however, be
influenced by the norms of the organization or his work group, and/or
by suggestions from superiors. The decision of an individual teacher
to use class discussion as a teaching method would be an example of an
optional decision.

2. A contingent innovation decision is a special case involving

decision-making at two levels. First, the organization must decide

to provide the innovation or at least to tolerate its use within the
organization, Then the individual member is allowed to make the de-
cision to adopt or reject the innovation as far as his personal use

is concerned. The organizational decision enables the individual
member to adopt the innovation. An example of a material innovation
involving a contingent decision would be the use of instructional films

in classes. The school must first decide to provide expensive motion

1Superficially, it may appear that innovations might be "typed"
according to the unit of adoption and the decision-making processes ap-
plicable to each. While it may be possible to type certain innovations
along these lines, one should exercise discretion in so doing. The
unit of adoption and the decision-making process for a given innovation
may vary from organization to organization according to idiosyncracies
of the organization, its officers or members.
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picture projectors before the teachers can use films in their classes.
The decision at the school level enables the teachers to individually
adopt or reject the use of instructional films (assuming, of course,
that the school does not order teachers to use films at the same time
the decision to provide projectors is made). An example of a non-
material innovation involving a contingent decision might be the in-
clusion of sex education lectures in biology classes. Because of the
controversial nature of the subject in some communities, the school
administration may feel that the school should first decide whether or
not individual biology teachers will be permitted to include sex edu-
cation lectures in their classes, but leave the final adoption decision
up to the individual teacher on a voluntary basis.

The enabling decision made at the organizational level may be ac-
complished in one of two ways. As a group, the members of the organ-
ization may make the decision (collective enabling decision)l or the
officers of the organization may make the decision (authority enabling
decision).

3. A collective innovation decision involves functional adoption

of the innovation at the organizational level and is reached when mem-
bers of the organization participate in making the decision which then
becomes binding upon all members of that organization. For example,
the decision to adopt schedule modification might be submitted to a
vote of the entire school faculty or to a representative committee of

the faculty.

1A number of sub-types of collective decisions, either of the en-
abling or adoption type, could be specified depending on the extent of
member participation in the decision; e.g., committee representation,
direct vote, etc.
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4. An authority innovation decision also involves functional adop-

tion of the innovation at the organizational level, but is reached when
the officers of the organization make the decision and impose adoption
of the innovation upon all of the members.

The essential difference between collective and authority
decisions is member participation in the decision-making process. In
an authority decision, the individual member has no legitimate influence
on the decision.

The degree of innovativeness of an individual has usually been
measured by comparing the individual's adoption time for a given in-
novation to the adoption time of others in his soc al system. Refor-
mulation of the paradigm of innovation decisions in formal organizations
clearly indicates that when the organization is the functional unit of
ad ption, individual adoption time does not differentiate members of
the organization in terms of their degree of innovativeness., TFor a
given organization, all members "adopt" at the same time. However,
when the individual is the functional unit of adoption, individual
adoption time is free to vary and can be used as a meaningful variable
in organizational research, subject to the conditions discussed in the
remainder of this chapter.

A second problem encountered in using individual adoption time
as a variable in the present research was the large proportion of
responses which indicated individual adoption of the innovation after
the point in time at which the school had adopted the innovation and
a few responses which indicated individual adoptitn before school
adoption. Theoretically, the former group of respoidents should have
indicated adoption of schedule modification at the time it was adopted

by the school because the school was the functional unit of adoption.



A portion of this variability in individual adoption tine within a
school might be explained by inaccurate recall. The remaining vari-
ability in the present responses could be due to employment mobility
of the teachers. The adoption time item in the present research in-
strument simply asked, "I first used schedule modification (if you
have) in (month) (year)." Teachers who were employed
by the schools in the present study after their school had adopted
schedule modification might have responded in terms of adoption be-
havior upon date of employment. Other teachers who had been previously
employed in another school which had also adopted the innovation may
have responded in terms of their use of the inmovation while employed
in the other school.

The problems involved with employment mobility of organizational
members are not r.ucial when the organization is the functional unit of
adoption because individual adoption time is not a meaningful variable
under that condition. However, when adoption of the innovation under
study involves a contingent decision then individual adoption time
while in the study school is a meaningful variable. 1In this circum-
stance, questionnaire items should be worded so that responses are in
terms of adoption of the innovation while employed in the present or-
ganization. Moreover, when the date of employment is after the date
of the enabling decision made by the organization, adoption time scores
should be adjusted to account for these differences in employment time
among individuals within a given organization. 1In other words, indi-
vidual differences in degree of innovativeness (i.e., adoption time
scores) should be measured in terms of the duration of time from the

organization's enabling decision to individual adoption or from time

of employment to individual adoption, whichever occurred most recently,
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A related problem is also apparent when the innovation under
study involves an optional decision. Individual differences in the
number of years of vocational experience may partially account for
the relative lateness of adoption by individuals who have only re-
cently entered the vocation for which the innovation is appropriate
(see footnote in Rogers, 1962, pp. 165-6). For example, if a given
educational innovation has been "available" for adoption for ten
years, teachers who have less than ten years of teaching experience
could not have adopted the innovation when it was first available,
Therefore, the measure of their innovativeness, since it is based on
the earliness-lateness of their adoption time in relation to the
adoption time of their peers, will not accurately reflect their rela-
tive degree of innovativeness. Adoption time scores for innovations
involving optional decisions should be adjusted to correct for indi-
vidual differences in number of years of vocational experience when
the number of years of experience is less than the number of years dur-

ing which the innovation has been available for adoption.l

lone method for adjusting these scores would be to take the mean
of the adoption times reported by the innovator category in the sample
(defined as the first 2% percent to adopt) and use that date as the
baseline for adjustment. Then, for respondents who entered the voca-
tion after that date, the following formula would adjust their individ-
ual adoption time score to account for their fewer years of vocational
experience:

number of years

adjusted number of years since adoption since innova-
adoption = D tor's mean adop-

time score number of years of vocational experience tion date

Careful attention should be given to the history of the innovation under
study in order to determine the accuracy of adoption times reported by
innovators.
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Other diffusion researchers should be aware of the problems in-
volved in utiliring individual adoption time as a variable in an in-
stitutional context. The decision-making process for each innovation
under study should be determined before attempting to use individual
adoption time as a variable when organizational members are taken as
the unit of analysis. For innovations involving optional or contin-
gent types of decisions, date of employment in the organization under
study and number of years of vocational experience should be deter-
mined for each member and, when appropriate, used to adjust individual

adoption time scores.



CHAPTER V

INNOVATION INTERNALIZATION

Conceptual Definition

Innovation internalization is defined as the extent to which a
teacher perceived the innovation as relevant and valuable to his role
performance in the school. In other words, it is the degree of a
teacher's attitudinal acceptance of a specific innovation. A four-
item scalel was devised to measure this variable. Because the variable
was "new' in diffusion research,? two questions were considered:

(1) was the variable meaningful from the teachers' viewpoint, and
(2) if so, what utility might it have for bringing educational change
processes into perspective?

The first question was attacked from two angles. The first ap-
proach was to examine the relationship between the variable and the
advantages and disadvantages of the innovation perceived by the
teachers. It was assumed that a high internalization score should be
related to a high ratio of advantages over disadvantages; i.e., a
teacher who had internalized the innovation would perceive more ad-
vantages of the innovation than disadvantages. To evaluate this as-

sumption, the ratio between the total number of advantages and

lgach of the four items had seven response categories permitting
the highest possible score to be 28. The higher the score, the greater
was the degree of internalization.

276 the authors' knowledge, this is the first study to uiilize
this variable in an educational change context.

60
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disadvantages listed by teachers in each school was calculated (see

Tables 3 and 4 for the classification of advantages and disadvantages):

Number of Number of
School Advantages Cited Disadvantages Cited Ratio (A:D
1 76 55 1.4: 1
2 41 32 1.3: 1
3 51 31 1.6: 1

Relatively speaking, this index seemed to indicate that School 3's
teachers perceived more advantages over disadvantages than did teachers
in School 1 or 2. Next, the extent of innovation internalization in
the three schools was determined to see if this same tendency would
hold. The means and standard deviations of the internalization scores

for each school were calculated and the difference between the means

tested.
Internalization Scores for the Three Schools!
School 1 School 2 School 3
Mean 21.44 19.92 22.22

. Standard Deviation 4.05 3.63 2.59

The difference between the mean internalization scores for
Schools 2 and 3 was statistically significant; School 3 teachers had a
higher mean internalization score than teachers in School 2. School 3
had the highest ratio of advantages to disadvantages, and School 2
had the lowest ratio, partially supporting the assumption upon which
the comparison was based.

It was concluded, based on this check, that the variable, innova-

tion internalization, was a meaningful index in this research context.

Iror Schools 2 and 3: €=3.15, d.£.=72, p=0.01 (Walker and Lev,
1953, pp. 155-156). Differences for Schools 1 and 2, and 1 and 3 were
not significant.
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Correlates of Innovation Internalization

The second, more direct, approach to the question of the validity
of the variable, innovation internalization, was simply to see if the
variable had any variation and to investigate how meaningful its re-
lationship was with the factors with which it was significantly corre-
lated. The utility of the variable for studying educational change is
indicated by the number of factors with which it was significantly
correlated.

Twenty variables were positively correlated with innovation inter-
nalization, as compared to 11 variables which were significantly cor-
related with innovation awarcness (see Chapter III). Furthermore, all
of the correlations were theoretically interpretable.

1. Perceived student benefits from the innovation (0.60)!

2. Perceived student receptivity to the innovation (0.60)

3. Self-perceived change orientation (0.50)

4. Perceived student attitude toward the innovation (0.40)

5. Perceived adequacy of information about the innovation (0.37)

6. Perceived superintendent's support of the innovation (0.28)

7. Self-designated opinion leadership score (0.27)

8. Perceived legitimacy of participation (0.27)

9. Number of organizational memberships (0.26)

10. Percecived frequency of horizontal communication about the
innovation (0.25)

11. Educational level attained (0.25)

12. Number of professional journals read regularly (0.22)

Numbers in parentheses are Pearson product moment zero-order cor-
relation coefficients.
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13. Information level about local and state education activi-
ties (0.4_1)
14. Non-teaching salary (0.21)

15. Innovation internalization norm for cach teacher's designated
opinion leaders (0.20)

16. Self-rated teaching ability (0.20)
17. Perceived source credibility of the principal (0.19)
18. Perceived principal-rating of teaching ability (0.19)

19, Perceived level of participation in work-related problem-
solving and decision-making (0.18)

20. Information level about school use of the innovation (0.18)

One variable was negatively correlated with innovation internaliza-
tion: Desirability of limited trial use of the innovation (-0.18)

In terms of a logical time sequence for these variables, four might
have occurred after the teacher became aware of the innovation; namely,
adequacy of information about the innovation, horizontal communication
about the innovation, perceived student benefits from the innovation,
and desirability of limited trial use of the innovation. Additionally,
four of the variables could occur only after the school had adopted the
innovation: student receptivitv to the innovation, student attitude
toward the innovation, information level about school use of the inno-
vation, and internalization norm for each teacher's opinion leaders.!

Taking the teacher's perceptions of the educational efficacy of an
innovation as an index of the consequences of that innovation, the data
indicate a strong positive relationship between this variable and the

degree of internalization of the innovation. In other words, teachers

1This variable was derived from the internalization scores of each
teacher's designated opinion leaders.



who think an innovation has beneficial consequences for their students
tend to have a more positive attitude toward the innovation. It must
be pointed out, however, that this relationship may be reciprocal;
that is, the variables may be mutually interdependent. In any event,
it is evident that innovation internalization is a crucial factor in
educational change research and that teacher perceptions of student
benefits from an innovation are predictive of the resulting success or
failure of an innovation in a school.

A number of other factors were also related to the degree of in-
ternalization of an innovation by teachers. The nature of self-per-
ceived change oiientation will be investigated further in a later
chapter. Several communication variables, such as perceived adequacy
of innovation information, knowledge of school use of the innovation
and knowledge of local and state educational activities, were associ-
ated with innovation internalization.

Several variables involving aspects of interpersonal relationships
formed a set of related factors. These included self-designated
opinion leadership, group internalization norm for the innovation,
horizontal communication about the innovation (among the teachers),
participation in school problem-solving and decision-making and per-
ceived legitimacy of the participation. These factors seemed to suggest
that interpersonal information exchange tended to foster understanding
of the innovation and to reinforce confidence in the innovation. The
importance of teacher participation in school decision-making processes
was relevant, especially when that participation was not perceived as
superficial. More important than the simple fact of participation was
the teachers' perception that their participation was legitimate and not

a "busy-work" exercise in problem-solving and decision-making.



65

Certain relationships with administrators were related to the
teachers' acceptance of the innovation. For the particular innovation
in this study, perceptions of the degree to which the superintendent
supported the innovation and evaluation of the credibility of the
principal were most significant.

Self-perception of teaching ability was also related to innovation
internalization. The data indicated that the better a teacher thought
his own teaching ability was, the more likely he was to have a positive
attitude toward the innovation.

A few demographic factors, such as educational level attained and
level of non-teaching income, were related to innovation internaliza-
tion. The relationship of level of education to innovation internali-
zation emphasizes the value of encouraging teachers to continue their
education. The finding that the higher the non-teaching income, the
greater the internalization of the innovation was difficult to inter-
pret without further investigation. Perhaps when a tcacher has some
supplemental income beyond his teaching salary, he feels more secure
and the uncertaiaty involved in confronting change becomes less threaten-
ing. This hunch was reinforced by the significant correlations found
between non-teaching income and:

1. Feelings of security (r=0.21)

2. Self-rating of teaching ability (r=0.26)

3. Perceived peer-rating of teaching ability (r=0.21)

4. Perceived principal-rating of teaching ability (r=0.25)

5. Perceived student-rating of teaching ability (r=0.25)

In conclusion, it is assumed that there is sufficient evidence
from the present study to posit innovation internalization as a signif-

icant concept for the study of innovation diffusion in education.
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Analysis of the correlates of innovation internalization suggest that
information exposure relevant to the inncvation and to state and local
education activities, the degree of a teacher's change orientation, the
nature of interpersonal relations in the school, support from superiors,
self-perception of teaching ability, educational level attained, non-
teaching income, and professional communication behavior, all were

related to the degrce of teachers' attitudinal acceptance of the inno-

vation.



CHAPTER VI

GENERAL CHANGE ORIENTATION AND INSTITUTION-BUILDING

Relationships Between Change Orientation, Innovation
Awareness and Innovation Internalization

The present study included two measures of the teacher's attitude
toward change:
1. One measure dealt with attitude toward a specific innovation

and was called innovation internalization.

2. Another measure was concerned with attitude toward change in

general and was called change orientation.

The findings, reported in previous chapters, that change orienta-
tion was significantly correlated with both innovation awareness
(r=0.21) and innovation internalization (r=0.50), prompted further
analyses,

An instrument designed to measure an individual's change orienta-
tion would provide vital information for planning the introduction of
an innovation into a system. It could be utilized before an innova-
tion is introduced, providing information about the member's receptivity
to change and the likelihood of successful introduction of the innovation
into the system. And by learning what factors might be related to a
teacher's change orientation, procedures for altering the level of
change crientation could be initiated, provided that these factors were
manipulable.

Because the three variables, change orientation, innovation aware-

ness, and innovation internalization (presumably in this time sequence),

67
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are inter-related, either change orientation or innovation internali-
zation might be abandoned if the two variables were found to overlap
considerably. Conceptually, it was assumed the two variables were
different: one dealt with general attitude toward change at any point
in time; the other dealt with the attitude toward a specific innova-
tion after it was known of or adopted.

Eighteen variables were significantly correlated with change
orientation (12 positively and 6 negatively) as compared to 21 vari-
ables which were significantly correlated with innovation internaliza-
tion. Of the variables correlated with either variable, only six were
correlated with both. The six were perceived student benefits from the
innovation, perceived student reccptivity to the innovation, perceived
student attitude toward the innovation, perceived adequacy of informa-
tion about the innovation, perceived level of participation in work-
related problem-solving and decision-making, and perceived source
credibility of the principal. Considering that the correlation between
change orientation and innovation internalization was relatively low
and that only six of 33 variables were correlated with both, it seemed
safe to conclude that the two are distinct concepts which deserve
separate attention in studying the diffusion of educational innovations.l

The 12 variables positively related to change orientation were:

1. Perceived student benefits from the innovation (0.55)2

lFurther verification of this assertion is underway involving test-
ing the difference of the correlations between each of the 33 indepen-
dent variables and the two dependent variables, while taking account of
the relationship between the two dependent variables (McNemar, 1962,
p. 140).

2Numbers in parentheses are Pearson product moment zero-order
correlation coefficients.
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2. Innovation internalization (0.50)

3. Perceived student receptivity to the innovation (0.48)

4. Perceived change orientation =f the principal (0.42)

5. Perceived adequacy of information about the innovation (0.30)
6. Role satisfaction (0.28)

7. Perceived level of participation in work related problem-solving
and decision-making (0.27)

8. Reported performance feedback from the principal (0.26)

9. Perceived student attitudes toward the innovation (0.24)

10. Perceived cohesiveness of the school faculty (0.23)

11. Innovation awarcness (0.21)

12. Perceived source credibility of the principal (0.20)

The six variables negatively related to change orientation were:

1. Perceived psychological distance between other teachers and
the principal (-0.26)

2, Age (-0.23)
3. Dogmatism (-0.23)

4. Peer-ascribed community status based on respect as a teacher
(-0.20)

5. Perceived psychological distance between self and principal
(-0.19)

6. Peer-ascribed opinion leadership (-0.18)

The negative correlation with age indicated that the younger a
teacher was, the more likely he was to be change-oriented. The correla-
tion between change orientation and dogmatism was negative, a finding
in line with other research evidence that the more open-minded a person

is, the more likely he is to be change-oriented.
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Relevance of Institutional Structure
to Change Orientation

The most striking finding in relation to the concept, change
orientation, was that 12 of the significantly correlated variables were
classified as institution-related. In addition, adequacy of informa-
tion about the innovation is an institutionally manipulable variable.
This evidence was even more noteworthy considering that, of the re-
maining variables, age is not manipulable and dogmatism is presumably
a measure of an individual's belief system and is relatively difficult
toc manipulate. These findings imply that in any attempt to alter a
teacher's change orientation, attentisn should be focused upon the in-
terpersonal relationships of the institution within which the teacher
is a member.

A large number of the variables related to change orientation
centered around the perception of a superior (the principal) and the
relationship between the teacher and his superior, as seen from the
teacher's viewpoint. How socially close the teacher felt he was to the
principal and how close he felt other teachers in the school were to
the principal, were both important in terms of the teacher's change
orientation. Further, the teacher's perception of how change-oriented
the principal seemed to be was related to his own change orientaiion.
The frequency with which the principal provided the teacher with evalu-
ations of his teaching performance was relevant to the willingness of
the teacher to accept change.

Significantly related to the teacher's willingness to accept change
was his perceived level of participation in decision-making within the
school. Lewin (1958) and Pelz (1958) argued that group decision is an

effective method for affecting change in an individual because the
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degree of involvement is stron,er than if made by the individual in
isolation or if made by someone else and forced upon him. The process
of group decision, defined as decision about individual goals in a
setting of shared norms regarding such goals, seems to be a factor
which helps overcome individual resistance to change (Coch and French,
1948; Vroom, 1960). Findings from the Maier and Hoffman study (1964)
imply that a sense of shared participation in the solution of problems
directly affecting group members is a more meaningful method of motivat-
ing change than the offering of external incentives. In an educational
institution where it may be more difficult to offer financial and other
extra benefits than in an industrial institution, faculty discussion
and participation in decision-making may be the most efficient and
effective way of ensuring acceptance of change. Once a group has
arrived at a decision to act, the members, even though they may act as
individuals, take on the group decision and act in accordance with it
(Levine and Butler, 1952).

The element of group cohesiveness is intricately interwoven with
group processes. It was found in this investigation that the teacher's
degree of change orientation was positively related to his perception
of how cohesive he thought the school faculty to be. The individual
who perceives himself to be in a cohesive situation will direct his
behavior to maintaining that cohesiveness and eliminating differences
(Back, 1958). The greater the perception of cohesiveness within a
group and the greater the pressure to change, the greater will be the
actual change in the individual toward the group norm (Festinger and
Thibaut, 1951). Therefore it might be concluded that in an innovative
school, such as the three included in this study, the greater the per-
ceived cohesiveness of the faculty, the more pressure there is on the

individual teacher to be change-oriented.
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It was also found in this investigation that the more satisfied a
teacher was with his role as a teacher, the more likely he was to be
change-oriented. After reviewing research on worker satisfaction and
performance, Tannenbaum (1966) concludes that 'persons who dislike
their jobs or working conditions usually withdraw in one way or another.'
Again because the three schools included in this study were innovative
schools, the stronger an individual's attraction to his role as a
teacher in the school, the more pressure he would be under to conform
to the change-oriented norms of the school.

The findings that peer-ascribed opinion leadership and peer-ascribed
community status based on respect as a teacher were both negatively re-
lated to change orientation are difficult to interpret without further
evidence. The correlation between ascribed opinion leadership and
ascribed community respect was 0.75. This finding implies that teachers
in the schools sought opinions from teachers whom they also perceived
to be of high status in the community in which the school was located.
Whether being considered an opinion leader preceded being considered
a respected teacher in the community or not, is an empirical question.

In any event, it appeared that the more traditional teachers (i.e.,
less change-oriented) were more likely to be opinion leaders in the
schools in this study. The finding was even more striking considering
that the three schools were all relatively innovative.

The findings presented in this chapter provide some useful insights
into strategy for reducing resistance to change in a school. The opti-
mal way to improve teachers' general attitudes toward change seems to
1Z2 within the social structure of the institution. This potential
linkage between the institution and the individual has implications for

future institution-building research and planning. There are now

reasons to posit the importance of improving social relationships
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between administrators and teachers, creating a friendly and cohesive
atmosphere among the teachers, and trying to make the teachers feel
satisfied with their role.l While these objectives may not be easily
accomplished, they do suggest where operational attention might be
focused if institution building through change is to be more readily

achieved.

1Empirical support for the notion that high morale is related to
high productivity has been mixed. Findings from this study imply,
however, that high morale may be related to willingness to accept change
within an institutional context. This hypothesis appears worthy of
further investigation,



CHAPTER VII

CONCLUSION

Summary and Strategy for the Diffusion
of Educational Change

The present study was an exploratory investigation of the process
of the diffusion of an educational innovation among the teachers in
three high schools in Michigan. The main purposes of the study were
to examine factors associated with innovation assimilation in schools
and to serve as the pilot study for a similar investigation in Thailand.
A questionnaire assessing demographic, institutional, general and pro-
fessional communication behavior, perception of the innovation, psy-
chological and personality variables was developed. Schedule modifica-
tion was the innovation investigated. Innovation awareness, innovation
adoption, and innovation internalization were selected as the main de-
pendent variables. In the analysis, it was found that innovation
adoption was not a meaningful concept in this particular institutional
context, and that the change orientation of the teacher was a more
meaningful variable. Specifically:

1. Innovation awareness: 73 percent of the teachers first heard

about schedule modification from personal sources such as their super-
visors, college instructors, fellow teachers or principals. Mass media
sources, including books, magazines, radio, television and journals,
although generally regarded as important sources of information about
new educational ideas and practices, played a small part in informing
the teachers about schedule modification. Based on these findings, it

is suggested that research and development on the utilization of mass

74
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media channels in education be strengthened and that school administra-
tors be more aware of their important role in feeding information on
educational innovations to teachers.

It was also found that the factors associated with a teacher's be-
coming aware of the innovation at any early stage included his age, his
educational level, his perception of how the teachers got along in his
school, the extent to which the principal informed him of how he was
doing as a teacher, his change orientation, and his salary level.

These findings lead to the recommendations that greater emphasis be put
on:

(1) increasing teachers' opportunities for continuing education,

(2) creating a friendly, positive atmosphere among the teachers

in a school,

(3) making sure that the principal spends time discussing teach-

ing performance problems with all teachers individually, and

(4) further investigating the possibility of developing positive

attitudes toward change among teachers.
The latter item will be discussed further in a later section.

2. Innovation adoption: Although different decision-making pro-

cesses relative to adoption of the innovation were perceived by the
teachers in the three schools, it was generally found that the decision
was involuntary on the part of the teacher. The data also showed marked
discrepancies between the adoption times which were officially recorded
for each school and the adoption time recalled by respondents in that
school. As a result, it is suggested that in future educational

change research, the type of decision-making involved in the adoption

of the innovation under study be determined first. If the organization
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rather than the individual member was the unit of adoption, individual
inaovation adoption behavior becomes a meaningless variable. Only when
individual members are the functional unit of adoption can individual
adoption time be utilized as a meaningful variable. For example,
schedule modification is an innovation which is adopted system-wide

and individual teachers must accept it once the system decides to
adopt. On the other hand, an innovation like school library assign-
ments for students involves a contingent adoption decision in which the
school first decides to provide a library, but actual library assign-
ments may be left up to the individual teacher. The school decision
enables teachers the option of individually adopting library assign-
ments. In this case and in the case of an optional adoption decision
where the individual has the complete adoption-rejection choice, individ-
ual adoption time can be an meaningful variable.

3. Innovation internalization: The teacher seemed to think schedule

modification meant more adequate use of time, more choice of subjects
for students, more student interest, more personal assistance rendered
to students, and more emphasis on learning and achievement. As disad-
vantages, they pointed out that the innovation caused more student
discipline problems, more confusion and noise, more demand for equip-
ment and facilities, and some adjustment problems for both the teachers
and the students. The advantagers outweighed the disadvantages, and in
general the teachers indicated a favoirable attitude toward the innova-
tion. It was found that innovation internalization, defined as the ex-
tent to which the teacher perceived the innovation as relevant and
valuable to his role performance, was a meaningful concept to the teachers
and hence for educational change research. A large number of variables

(21) were found tn be related to the extent teachers internally accepted
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the innovation. Possible "antecedent" variables included the
teachers' . .
change orientation
level of knowledge about the innovation
information on local and state educational activities
involvement in the school decision-making processes
perceived superior support for the innovation
self-perception of teaching ability
educational baickground
non-teaching income
frequent reading of professional journals
Therefore, it is recommended that in order to increase the likeli-
hood of teachers' internal acceptance of a school-adopted innovation:
(1) teachers should be provided with information reievant to
the innovation ard to educational activities in general,
(2) the superintendent and principal should explicitly demon-
strate full support for the innovation,
(3) a positive norm toward the innovation should be created
among the teachers' “pinion leaders,
(4) teachers should be provided an opportunity for meaningful
participation in school decision-making,
(5) opp. ‘tunities to take additional courses should be provided,
and
(6) there should be adequate availability of professional edu-
cational journals and similar materials.

4. Change crientation: Since change orientation was found to be re-

lated to both innovation awareness and innovation internalization, this
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general concept was further investigated as a measure of the extent to
which a teacher was willing to accept educational change. Change
orientation was found to be related to age (younger), dogmatism (open-
minded), and a number of institutional variables.

Based on these findings it is recommended that emphasis be placed
on the social-structural aspects of the institution in order to lessen
potential resistence to change. To accomplish this goal, it is suggested
that the relationship between the principal and teachers be improved as
much as possible by:

(1) having the principal openly demonstrate his interest in and
support for educational change,

(2) having the principal frequently discuss teaching performance
with individual teachers,

(3) enhancing the principal's image as a credible source of in-
formation (measured in terms of competencc, trustworthiness,
and dynamism),

(4) encouraging a friendly and understanding relationship be-
tween the principal and the teachers, and

(5) providing teachers with the opportunity to participate
meaningfully in school decisions which may affect them.

Further, it is recommended that effort be made to promote a cohesive

atmosphere among teachers in a school.

Toward a Theory of Institution Building

It has been assumed throughout the present research that the develop-

ment and introduction of change into an institutionl is a necessary, if

1An organization, or institution, can be defined as a system with
the following attributes: (1) a number of offices with specified func-
tions; (2) the offices are structured along hierarchial lines; (3) at
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not sufficient, ingredient in the process of institution building. Ln-
vestigation of how change is introduced into a system, how the members
of the system react to the change, and the consequences of the change,
are all within the rescarch domain of innovation diffusion and informa-
tion dissemination.l A model specifically applicable to the study of
diffusion and dissemination processes in institutions has been proposed
(Lin, 1966). Following is a brief description of the model and discus-
sion of the evidence which the present study has contributed toward its
further definition (see Figure 3).

The model is comprised of five basic parts:

1. Source: In an institution, the source is usually a high level
office which has decision-making and message construction functions in
terms of initiating and regulating change in the institution.

2. The dissemination or diffusion process: In an institution, this

process cncompasses (a) the sequence of offices through which information

the top of the hierarchial structure are a limited number of offices in
charge of all functions and products of the system; (4) within cach
office are specific positions which have specific roles in terms of the
functions and products of the system; (5) rewards and punishments are
regulated according to established rules which usually specify the
required competence of the occupant of the position; (6) operational
communication and interaction, except in infrequent, deliberately ar-
ranged occasions, takes place along the lines of hierarchial structure
(Lin, 1966). Although these attributes may not be found in some social
systems commonly referred to as "organizations," they constitute the
fundamental features which make organizations differentiable from other
types of systems.

Ipiffusion is defined in a limited sense as the process of message
transmission from one component of a system through a second and later
components of the system; the second, and each succeeding, component
acting as both receiver and transmitter of the message. Dissemination
is a similar process but has three more ingredients: (1) the system
within which the transmission takes place is well defined; (2) the trans-
mission is a deliberate effort on the part of the source component;

(3) the description and control of the transmission process within the
system is more or less complete and precise (Lin, 1966).



Figure 3. A Model of Innovation Dissemination in an Institution¥*
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is transmitted, (b) the imput and output behavior of these offices,
and (c¢) the linkages (channels) between offices.

3. The rveceiver of information: In terms of institutional change,

the receiver is defined as the member whose function or role is directly
affected by the change initiated by a source. At least three elements
(how and when he becomes aware of information about an innovation,

how and when he adopts the innovation, and the extent of his attitudinal
committment to the innovation) deserve attention.l

4. The consequences of adoption: Assessment of the consequences of

an institutional change includes the effects of information about a
change and of the change itself on the members, on the functions and
products of the organization, on the immediate environment (suprasystem)
and on society.

5. The control system: Tt consists of three eclements: the feedback

system, the memory (storage) system, and the reinforcement system.

A brief functional description of the model begins with the source.
When a change or a set of potential changes is presented to the source
from ecither external or internal planners, he has to decide, first of
all, if change should be initiated. Then, he has to select the pro-
cedures for initiating the change(s) which, through past experience and/
or empirical evidence, is expected to bring about the optimal intended
effect in the institution. The source has the responsibility of con-
structing messages to inform the members about the planned change (the

source may delegate this task to an office). These messages are

IThe time order of adoption behavior and internalization is an in-
teresting rescarch topic. Further research should attempt to determine
the conditions under which adoption behavior precedes or follows inter-
nalization.
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disseminated in the institution through various branches (offices)

along the hierarchical chain (it should be noted that, for some changes,
the dissemination process does not follow the hierarchical structure
becavse mass media as well as personal channels are utilized). The re-
ceiving member is exposed to this information with an expectation of
adoption behavior. A member may either attitudinally commit himself

to the change or he may resist it. The extent of his internalization
of the change reflects his attitudinal position. A series of conse-
quences of the change follow from the adoption behavior of the member (s) .
Information concerning the discrepancy between the actual consequences
and those expected is one of the control functions facilitated by the
feedback system. This system may alert the source to possible unde-
sirable side-effects the change may foster in the members, in their
roles and functions, in the products of the organization, or in the
relevant suprasystem. This information is fed into the memory system
and processed for presentation to the source. The source evaluates

this information and may make another series of decisions which involve
ad justing the dissemination-reinforcement process and the enactment

of the change.

In the present study, it was found that information awareness and
innovatior internalization were indced significant variables in school
systems where an innovation was introduced. Evidence was found regard-
ing the relationships betw=en the decision-making process and innova-
tion adoption, between the source (the principal) and the receiver (the
teacher), and among innovation awareness, internalization and receiver
characteristics. Consequences of a change and feedback problems were
touched on only lightly. 1In general, the model was useful for the present
research and suggests a potential guideline for future institution-

building research,
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Discussion

While the empirical findings and theoretical insights gleaned from
the present investigation are encouraging, a great deal remains to be
learned about the process of institutional change, particularly in edu-
cational institutions. The following comments are offered with a view
toward encouraging the advancement of research in this area.

1. This study should be replicated in different types of educational
institutions (e.g., non-innovative secondary schools, elementary schools,
colleges) and in other types of institutions (e.g., industrial or business
organizations).

2. Cross-cultural replication wnuld have practical and theoretic
value. The present investigators currently are involved in a comparable
study, under the same sponsorship, of the diffusion of educational in-
novations in Thailand--the first attempt of its kind in that cultural
setting. Cioss-cultural comparison of the present findings, to be re-
ported within a year, promise to yield greater theoretical insight into
the processes of institution building.

3. Emphasis should be put on study of the consequences resulting
from adoption of innovations in an institution, as well as on the com-
ponents and functions of institutional feedback and reinforcement
systems. The latter largely have been ignored in previous research.

Any educational innovation should be evaluated in terms of its
impact, positive and negative, upon the students and the school system
as a whole. Innovation diffusion studies usually have been undergirded
by the assumption that innovation or change is by definition desirable.
The assumption is hypothetical and implies prejudgement of the positive

and negative consequences of the change. Certain instances of resistance
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to change may be justifiable. Thus, study of the consequences of change
should occupy a priority position in future research efforts (Rogers,
1965).

The problems involving speedy and accurate feedback on the pro-
gress and effects of change programs are only too obvious in most in-
stitutions. Past diffusion research has attended primarily to the pro-
blem of how to diffuse information and change down to the members of
the institution, but has seldom investigated the processes involved in
the feedback of information and reaction to the source or originator of
the change. If planned change programs are to be more than "blind"
dissemination efforts, evidence is necessary on the total change pro-
cess which ijucludes the functions of feedback and reinforcement systems.

4. The present study, plus the results of the Thailand study,
should provide a springboard for further exploration of the proposed
medel. A detailed, comprehensive study, involving a national sample
of educational institutions at all levels, would be both thecuretically
and socially significant. The study currently underway in Thailand,
involving a national sample of secondary schools, demons;rates the
feasibility of such an undertaking, at least in that setting.

The present study, although exploratory in nature, has provided
some insight into the process of innovation diffusion and assimilation
among teachers in innovative secondary schools. Further investigations
are anticipated which will contribute to the development of theory and

practice in institution building through change.
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APPENDIX A

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Correlationl with
Independent Variables Dependent Variables
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I. Demographic - o “
1. Age 0.24%%] -0.13 -0.23%
2. Educational level attained . . . 0.22% 0.25%% 0.09
3. Teaching salary 0.18% -0.06 -0.11
4. Non-teaching income 0.07 0.21* 0.04
5. Number of courses taken in the
natural and physical sciences . . 0.01 -0.02 0.13
IT. Institutional
A. Role Perceptions
1. Role satisfaction . . . . . . 0.13 0.15 0.28%*
2. Feelings of security. . . . . . 0.09 -0.07 0.03
3. Self-rated teaching ability 0.13 0.20% 0.10
4. Perceived peer-rating of
teaching ability . . ., . ., . . 0.16 0.14 0.08
5. Perceived principal-rating of
teaching ability . . . . . . . 0.09 0.19% 0.09

lpearson product. moment zero-order correlation coefficient.

*Significantly different from zero at the five rercent level,
two alternative test, N=119.

**Significantly different from zero at the one percent level, twe-
alternative test, N=119.
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Independent Variables Dependent Variables

1. 2. 3.

6. Perceived student-rating of
teaching ability . . . . . . |, 0.13 0.17 0.07

B. Perceptions of Superiors and
Superior Relations

1. Perceived psvchological dis-
tance between self and prin-
cipal . . . . . . L 0L L. -0.03 -0.01 -0.19%

2. Perceived psychological dis-
tance between other teachers
and principal . . . . . . ., . 0.04 -0.09 -0.26%*

3. Perceived source credibility
of principal . . . . . . . ., 0.03 0.19* 0.20%*

4. Reported performance feedback
from the principal . . . . . . 0.22% 0.15 0.26%%

5. Perceived change orientation
of the principal . . . . . . . 0.02 0.16 0.42%%

6. Perceived vertical communica-
tion with the principal . . . -0.11 -0.02 0.06

7. Perceived level of participa-
tion in work-related problem-
solving and decision-making . 0.09 0.18% 0.27%%

8. Perceived legitimacy of
participation . . ., ., . . . . 0.13 0.27%% 1 0,17

9. Perceived equalitarian rela-

tionship with the principal . 0.06 -0.01 0.15

10. Perceived department chair-
man's support of the inno-
vation . . . . . . . . . ... 0.08 0.12 0.02

11. Perceived superintendent's
support of the innovation . . 0.00 0.28%* | 0.07

12. Perceived principal's support
of the innovation . . . . ., . 0.09 0.10 -0.04

C. Perceptions of Peers and Peer
Relations

1. Self-designated opinion
leadership score . . . . . . . 0.12 0.27%% | 0.15

2. Peer-ascribed opinion leader-
ship score . . . . . . . . . . 0.12 0.05 -C.18%*




Independent Variables

Dependent Variables

E.

3. Perceived cohesiveness of
school faculty

4. Group innovation internaliza-
tion norm for cach tcacher's

designated opinion leaders

5. Perceived frequency of peneral
horizontal communication

6. Perceived frequency of hori-
zontal communication about
the innovation

Perceptions of Stundencs

1. Perceived student benefits
from the innovation

2. Perceived importance of stu-
dent reactions to the in.o-
vation

3. Perceived student attitude
toward the innovation

4. Perceived student receptivity
to the innovation (composite
score; 1 & 3 above)

Perceptions of School Procedural
Changes Resulting from Adoption
of the Innovation

1. Perceived changes in class
procedures

2. Perceived changes in adminis-

trative procedures

3. Perceived changes in class
and administrative procedures
{composite score; 1 & 2 above)

Extra-Institutional Relations
1. Orientation to non-peers

2. Peer-ascribed community status
based on respect as a teacher

3. Peer-ascribed community status
based on activity in communiky
affairs . . . . . .. ..

1. 2. 3.
0.23% 0.17 0.23%
-0.07 0.20% 0.13
-0.20% 0.15 0.02
0.20% 0.25%% 0.14
0.11 0.60%% | 0,55%%
-0.30%%| -0.03 -0.03
0.00 0.40%% 0.24%%
0.07 0.6Q%% 0.48%%
0.06 0.05 0.02
0.03 -0.09 0.03
0.05 -0.03 0.03
0.05 -0.06 -0.04
0.11 0.03 -0.20%
0.13 v.17 0.06
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Independent Variables Dependent Variables

1. 2. 3.

4. Peer-ascribed community status
(composite score; 2 & 3 above) 0.14 0.12 -0.09

III. Communication Behavior

A. General Communication Behavior
1. General mass media exposure . 0.12 0.01 0.02

2. Number of non-professional
journals read regularly . . . 0.11 0.03 -0.03

B. Professional Communication
Behavior

1. Number of professional jour-
nals read regularly . . . , 0.01 0.22% 0.10

2. Frequency of professional
meecting attendance .. L L, . -0.09 0.17 0.01

3. Number of organizational mem-
berships . . . . . . . . . .. 0.11 0.26%% 0,01

4, Information level about local
and state education activities -0.03 0.21% -0.03

5. Accuracy of information about
the number of school-adopted

innovations . . . . . . . . . 0.16 0.07 0.08

6. Information level about schoo!
usc of the innovation . . . . 0.03 0.18% 0.09

7. Perceived adequacy of informa-
tion about the innovation . . 0.23* 0.37%% 0.30%"

IV. Perception of the Innovation

1. Perceived divisibility of the
innovation . . . . . . . . . . . 0.13 -0.12 -0.10

2. Desirability of limited trial
use of the innovation . . . , . . 0.12 -0.18* -0.13

V. Psychological and Personality

1. Dogmatism . ., . . . . . , . . .. -0.09 -0.14 -0.23%*
2. Need for autonomy . . . . . . . . 0.06 -0.006 0.01
1. Cosmopolite orientation . . ., . , 0.05 0.10 0.06

Dependent variable correlations: r12=0.08, r13=0.21, r23=0.50
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APPENDIX B

VARIABLE LIST FOR THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Variables

Questionnaire Item Number (s)

II.

ITI.

1v.

Ir.

DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Time of Awarcncess

Time of Adoption

Internalization

Self-Perceived Change Orientation

INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Demographic

1.
2
3.
4

5.

Age

. Educational level attained

Teaching salary

. Non-teaching income

Number of courses taken in the
Natural and physical sciences

Institutional

A.

Role Perceptions
1. Role satisfaction
Feelings of security

Self-rated teaching ability

W

Perceived peer-rating of
teaching ability

5. Perceived principal-rating
of teaching ability

6. Perceived student-rating
of teaching ability

Perceptions of superviors and
superior relations

1. Perceived psychological dis-
tance between self and
principal . . . . . . .

96

14

16

11, 13, 28, 29
104-107

198
200
195
196

173

100-103
93-95
108-117

131-140

146-155

174-183

66-71
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Variables Questionnaire Item Number (s)

2. Perceived psychological
distance between other
teachers and principal . . 60-65

3. Perceived source credi-
bility of principal . . . . 184-193

4. Reported performance feed-
back from the principal . . 72-75

5. Perceived change orienta-
tion of the principal . . . 76-79

6. Perceived vertical commun-
ication with the principal 80, 81

7. Perceived level of partici-
pation in work-related
problem-solving and de-
cision-making . . . . . . . 82, 83

8. Perceived legitimacy of
participation . . . . . . . 84-86

9. Perceived equalitarian re-
lationship with the prin-
cipal . . . . . . . . . L. 87, 89, 90

10. Perceived department chair-
man's support of the inno-
vation . . . . . . . . . . 18

11. Perceived superintendent's
support of the innovation . 19

12. Perceived principal's sup-
port of the innovation . . 20

C. Perceptions of peers and peer
relations

1. Self-designated opinion
leadership score . . . . . 122-127

2. Peer-ascribed opinion
leadership score . . . . . 118-120

3. Perceived cohesiveness of
school faculty . . . . . . 96-99

4. Group innovation internaliza-
tion norm for each teacher's
designated opinion leader . 118-120, 11, 13, 28, 29

5. Perceived frequency of gen-
eral horizontal communica-
tion . . . . ... .. L. 91, 92
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Variables

Questionnaire Item Number (s)

6. Perceived frequency of
horizontal communication
about the innovation . .

D. Perceptions of Students

1. Perceived student benefits
from the innovation . . . .

2. Perceived importance of
student reactions to the
innovation . . . . . .

3. Perceived student attitude
toward the innovation . . .

4. Perceived student recep-
tivity to the innovation
(composite score; 1 & 3
above) . . . . .. . ...

E. Perceptions of school procedural
changes resulting from adoption
of the innovation

. 1. Perceived changes in class
procedures . . . . . ., . .

2. Perceived changes in admin-
istrative procedures . . .

3. Perceived changes in class
and administrative proce-
dures (composite score; 1 &
2 above) . . . . . . . ..

F. Extra~institutional relations
1. Orientation to non-peers .

2. Peer-ascribed community
status based on respect as
a teacher . . . . ., . ..

3. Peer-ascribed community
status based on activity in
community affairs . . . ., ,

4. Peer-ascribed community
status (composite score;
2 & 3 above) . .. . . ..

III. Communication Behavior
A. General communication behavior

1. General mass media exposure

24

21

12

22

21, 22

30

27, 30

141

129

130

129, 130

1-8



99

Variables Questionnaire Item Number (s)

2. Number of non-professional
journals read regularly . . 170

B. Professional communication
behavior

1. Number of professional
journals read regularly . . 168

2. Frequency of professional
meeting attendance . . . . 167

3. Number of organizational
memberships . ., . . ., ., , . 166

4, Information level about
local and state education
activities . . . . . . . . 156-160

5. Accuracy of information
abcut the number of school
adopted innovations . . . . Q

6. Information level about
school use of the innova-
tion . . . . .., 34, 36

7. Perceived adequacy of infor-
mation about the innovation 23

IV. Perception of the Innovation

1. Perceived divisibility of the
innovation . . . . . . ., . ., ., 25 oy

2. Desirability of limited trial
use of the innovaticn . . . . 26

V. Psychological and Personality

1. Dogmatism . . . , . . . . . . 37-56
2. Need for autonmomy . . . . . . 57-59
3. Cosmopolite orientation ., , . 162-145

OTHER ITEMS

1. Response Set Item . . . . , ., . . 88
2. Advantages and Disadvantages of

the Innovation . . . . . ., . . . 31-33
3. Sources cf Innovation Informaticn 171

4. Decision-Making Processes . . . . 194




APPENDIX C
THE QUESTIONNAIRE

Michigan State University

Opinion Survey of Secondary Educators

With support from the Ford Foundation, four major universities and
the Agency for International Development, Michigan State University is
conducting a study to investigate the opinions of secondary educators
on various crucial educational issues. The emphasis of the study is
upon communication behavior and diffusion processes in the school sys-
tems.

We were interested in the types and groups of opinions that secon-
dary educators may have rather than individual characteristics. Please
do not place your name on the questionnaire. Your opinions will be
read and studied by the Michigan State University research team only
and will be kept in strictest confidence.

Please help this important study by carefully and honestly com-
pleting each item. Significant and meaningful results can be achieved
only if you do not skip any items.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Donald J. Leu, Co-Director

Everett M. Rogers, Co-Director

Nan Lin, Research Associate

Fred Mortimore, Research Associate
Natalie Sproull, Research Associate

Michigan State University
December, 1965
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PLEASE CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE APPROPRIATE RESPONSE FOR EACH ITEM AND
FILL IN THE CORRESPONDING FIGURES,

Example:

I went to see a movie yesterday.
1. No 2. Yes

How many features? 1

..--....---..-___--.,_.---.—--..-..—_--.__-..---—------------—----—-------------._..

You may begin now. If vou have any questions, raise your hand and
one of us will be happy to speak with you.

1. I read newspaper(s) yeste:r ay
1. No 2. Yes
How many?
2. I listened to radio yesterday
1. No 2. Yes

If the answer is yes, the program(s) I listened to
are:

music

weather

sports

educational activities

local news

national and international news
drama and/or comedy

T

3. I watched TV yesterday

1. No 2.

<

es
The programs I watched were:

musicals

weather

sports

educational activities

local news

national and international news
drama and/or comedy

T

4. I read from one or more books yesterdav (do not include school
materials).

1. No 2.

[

es

I read from (number of books) books.
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5. I read magazines yesterday (do not include school materials).

1. No 2. Yes

How many?

6. I listened to the educational radio station yesterday.

1. No 2. Yes

The programs I listened to were:

———

music

weather

sports

educational activities

local news

national and international news
drama and/or comedy

7. I watched ETV yesterday.

1. No 2. Yes

The programs I watched were:

=

3.

N

4.

8. I read non-professional journals and/or periodicals yesterday.

1. No 2. Yes

They were:
1. 3.
2. 4.

9. Circle the ones in this list which are being used in your school.

1. Independent study. 7. Non-graded school.

2. Language laboratory. 8. Programmed learning.

3. Use of television. 9. Instructional Materials Center
4. Large group instruction. 10. Computer scheduling.

5. Team-teaching. 11. New math.

6. Schedule modifications. 12. B.S.C.S.

10. Among those which we haven't adopted, I have heard quite a bit
about (number) of them.

FOR THE FOLLOWING ITEMS, YOU MAY CIRCLE THE NUMBER OF THE ONE (AND ONLY
ONE) CATEGORY WHICH YOU FEEL IS APPROPRIATE.

Example:

Teenagers in this country are very energetic compared with those

in other countries.
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1. strongly agree 4, somewhat disagree
2. somewhat agree 5. strongly disagree
3. not sure

For purposes of this study, schedule modification (flexible scheduling)
is defined as a secondary school situation where class size, length of
class meetings, number and spacing of classes are varied according to
or assessment of the nature of the subject, type of instruction, and
ability and interest of students.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

Schedule modification could constitute an improvement in educational
practices in any school.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

I think student reaction to any new method introduced into the
schools should influence the decision to continue using it.

1. a great deal 4. very little
2. somewhat 5. not at all
3. not sure

I think schedule modification represents an improvement in education-
al practices at my school.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little
2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much
4. don't know
I first heard about schedule modification in (month)

(vear).

To the best of my recollection, I first heard about schedule modi-
fication from .

1. A college instructor 5. A journal article
2. A fellow teacher 6. A book or equipment salesman
3. A supervisor 7. Other (Please specify)
4. At an education meeting
I first used schedule modification (if you have) in (month)
(year).

I have since

increasingly utilized it

maintained using it

. decreased using it

quit using it in (month) (year)

LN =




18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

23.

104

I think that my department chairman supports schedule modification
1. wholeheartedly 4. not very much
2. somewhat 5. not at all

3. not sure

I think our superintendent supports schedule modification

1. wholeheartedly 4. not very much
2. somewhat 5. not at all
3. not sure

I think the principal supports schedule modification

1. wholeheartedly 4. not very much
2. somewhat 5. not at all
3. not sure

My personal view regarding use of schedule modification is that the
students

1. benefit greatly 4. do not benefit much
2. benefit somewhat 5. do not benefit at all
3. not sure

Since we began using schedule modification my students' attitude
toward it has been, on the whole,

1. extremely enthusiastic 4. not very enthusiastic
2, quite enthusiastic 5. not at all enthusiastic
3. so, so

If asked to judge my knowledge of schedule modification I would con-
sider myself to be

1. extremely well informed 4. not very well informed
2. quite well informed 5. not at all well informed
3. about averasze

Compared with an average teacher in the school, I think I have dis-
cussed schedule modification with my fellow teachers in the school

1. much oftener 4, a little less often
2. a little oftener 5. much less often
3. about as often

I believe it is quite possible to implement schedule modification
using only a very small number of studeats before the decision is
made to fully adopt it.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know
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26. I believe that before implementing any new method in the schools,
it is desivable to use this new method on a limited basis.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little
2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

&, don't know

27. Adopting schedule modification requires substantial changes in the
procedure of conducting the class.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little
2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much
4. don't know
28. I think schedule modification is unnecessary in our educational
system.
1. agree very much 5. disagree a little
2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree &« little 7. disagree very much
4. don't kuow

29. To me, schedule modification is one of the worst things to come into
our educational system.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

30. The administrative procedures would have to be chaiuged in order to
adopt schedule modification into any school.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

31. What are the disadvantages that you thought schedule modification
would bring into the school?

32. What are the advantages that you thought schedule modification would
bring into the school?
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33. After weighing these possible problems, what was your personal con-
clusion?

1. schedule modification should be continued.

2. schedule modification should be discontinued.

34. Do you know approximately how many kinds of class period lengt's are
being used in your school?

1. No 2. Yes
There are:
minute class
minute class

minute class
minute class

35. Do you happen to know what subject areas have meeting lengths vary-
ing from a typical 50-minute class?

1. No 2. Yes

They are:

36. Do you know when your school started using schedule modification?
1. No 2. Yes
Please specify the month and year.

in (month), (year)

37. In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know what's
going on is to rely on leaders or experts who can be trusted.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2., agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

38. My blood boils whenever a person stubbornly refuses to admit he's wrong.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know
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39. There are two kinds of people in this world, those who are for the
truth and those who are against the truth.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

40. Most people just don't know what's good for them.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4, don't know

41. Of all the different philosophies which exist in this world, there
is probably only one which is correct.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

42. The highest form of government is a democracy and the highest form
of democracy is a government run by those who are most intelligent.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

43. The main thing in life is for a person to want to do something im-

portant.
1. agree very much 5. disagree a little
2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much
4. don't know

44, 1'd like it if I could find someone who would tell me how to solve
my personal problems.

1. agree very much 5. agree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

45. Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't worth the paper
they are printed on.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4., don't know
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46. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

47. It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or cause that
life becomes meaningful.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4., don't know

48. Most people just don't give a "damn" for others.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

£9. To compromise with our political opponents is dangerous because it
usually leads to the betrayal of our own side.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

50. It is often desirable to reserve judgment about what's going on until
one has had a chance to hear the opinions of those one respects.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

51. The present is all too often full of unhappiness. It is only the
future that counts.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2, agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

52v  The United States and Russia have just about nothing in common.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole

3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know ;



53.

54,

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.
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In a discussion I often find it necessary to repeat myself several
times to make sure I am being understood.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

While I don't like to admit this even to myself, my secret ambition
is to become a great man, like Einstein, or Beethoven or Shakespeare.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

Even though freeuom of speech for all groups is a worthwhile goal,
it is unfortunately necessary to restrict the freedom of certain
political groups.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little
2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

~

. don't know

It is better to be a dead hero than to be a live coward.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

When I have a problem I like to think it through myself first with-
out help from others.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

Everybody is responsible for his own 1life and no one else can live
the life for him, so I make my own decisions and judgments.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagrea very much

4. don't know

I go ahead and do things which I believe are vright, regardless of
what other people would think.

. disagree a little
disagree on the whole
. disagree very much

agree very much
agree on the whole
agree a little

. don't know

AN UURE N R
~N o
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The principal refuses to explain his actions to us teachers.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

The principal acts without consulting teachers first.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

He makes teachers feel at ease when speaking with him.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4, don't know

He is friendly and can be easily approached by teachers.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little
2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4, don't know

He is usually very warm and understanding when he talks with the
teachers.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

He mixes with the teachers very well even when there is no official
business involved.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

My principal usually doesn't explain his decisions to me about matters
in which I am imvolved.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know
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He acts on
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agree
agree
agree

. don't
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things which may involve me without consulting me first.

very much 5. disagree a little

on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
a little 7. disagree very much
know

He makes me feel at ease when speaking with him.

E S

agree
agree
agree

. don't

very much 5. disagree a little

on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
a little 7. disagree very much
know

He is friendly to me and I can easily approach him.

B N R R

agree
agree
agree
don't

very much 5. disagree a little

on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
a little 7. disagree very much
know

He is usually very warm and understanding when he talks to me.

ES B USRI CR

agree
agree
agree

. don't

very much 5. disagree a little

on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
a little 7. disagree very much
know

He gets along with me very well even when there is no official
husiness involved.

E RO R

agree
agree
agree
don't

very much 5. disagree a little

on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
a little 7. disagree very much
know

As compared with other teachers, the principal talks to me about my
class room work

v W -

much

. more

just
less

. much

more frequently

frequently

about the same amount as he does other teachers
frequently

less frequently

He gives me encouragement in my work

(G, TN S B UCRY N e

. very

quite
just

quite
never

frequently

frequently
about the same amount as he does other teachers
infrequently
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74. He offers suggestions to help improve my teaching performance . .

v W

. never

. very frequently

. quite frequently

just about the same amount as he does other teachers
quite infrequently

75. He lets me know if he has heavd any criticisms about my teaching

performance .

. very frequently
. quite frequently

. quite infrequently

. never

1

2

3. just about the same amount as other teachers
4

5

How well do you think the principal would agree with the following four

statements?

76. '"Personally, I feel I can adjust to changes easilv."
1. he would agree very much 5. he would disagree a little
2. he would agree on the whole 6. he would disagree on the whole
3. he would agree a little 7. he would disagree very much
4. he would not be sure

77. 'Most changes

introduced in the last ten years have contributed

very little in promoting education in our schools."

1. he would agree very much 5. he would disagree a little
2. he would agree on the whole 6. he would disagree on the whole
3. he would agree a little 7. he would disagree very much
4. he would not be sure
78. "If we want to maintain a healthy, stable educational system we

must keep it the way it is and resist the temptations to change."

1. he would agree very much 5. he would disagree a little
2. he would agree on the whole 6. he would disagree on the whole
3. he would agree a little 7. he would disagree very much
4., he would not be sure
79. "I really believe we could have done a much better job, or at least
done just as well, if things hadn't been changed so much in our
schools."
1. he would agree very much 5. he would disagree a little
2. he would agree on the whole 6. he would disagree on the whole
3. he would agree a little 7. he would disagree very much
4, he would not be sure
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Compared with an average teacher he talks to me about discipline
problems . .

. much more frequently
. more frequently

. about the same amount
less frequently

. much less frequently

v LW

Compared with an average teacher, he talks to me about the problems
of teaching my subject matter(s) .

. much more frequently
. more frequently

about the same amount
less frequently

. much less frequently

v WM

I don't think I can influence the decisions of the principal regard-
ing things about which I am concerned.

5. disagree a little
6. disagree on the whole
7. disagree very much

. agree very much

. agree on the whole
. agree a little

. don't know

L=

The principal usually asks my opinion when a problem comes up that
involves my work,

5. disagree a little
6. disagree on the whole
7. disagree very much

. agree very much
agree on the whole
agree a little

. don't know

Lo

It is unusual for me to take part in discussions which result in de-
cisions regarding school problems and activities.

agree very much
agree on the wnole
. agree a little

. don't know

LN

5. disagree a little
6. disagree on the whole
7. disagree very much

It isn't really the job of the teachers to take part in any decision-
making discussions regarding the school matters.

. agree very much

. agree on the whole
. agree a little

. don't know

LN =

5. disagree a little
6. disagree on the whole
7. disagree very much

If the superintendent or the principal wants to get anything done, he
should go ahead, without asking teachers, with what he thinks will

benefit the school.

. agree very much

. agree on the whole
agree a little

. don't know

~LwpoE

5. disagree a little
6. disagree on the whole
7. disagree very much
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The principal and I don't have

any close friendship.

disagree a little
disagree on the whole
disagree very much

On the average, a senior student in high school is about 17 or 18

a little
on the whole
very much

disarree
disagree
disagree

with him the way a person chats with

a little
on the whole
very much

disagree
disagree
disagree

The relationship between my principal and me is more o+ less like a

1. agree very much 5.
2. agree on the whole 6.
3. agree a little 7.
4, don't know

years old.
1. agree very much 5.
2. agree on the whole 6.
3. agree a little 7.
4. don't know

The principal likes me to talk

his buddy.
1. agree very much 5.
2. agree on the whole 6.
3. agree a little 7.
4. don't know

partnership.
1. agree very much 5.
2. agree on the whole 6.
3. agree a little 7.
4. don't know

disagree a little
disagree on the whole
disagree very much

Compared with an average teacher, I talk with other teachers about

non-academic school activities

1. much more frequently

2. more frequently

3. just about the same amount
4. less frequently

5. much less frequently

Compared with an average teacher, I talk with other teachers about

discipline problems

. much more frequently
. more frequently

less frequently
much less frequently

1
2
3. just about the same amount
4
5.

I really don't feel secure and

agree very much 5.
. agree on the whole 6.
. agree a little 7.
. don't know

PR BN UCRE N Ry

relaxed as a teacher in this school.

disagree a little
disagree on the whole
disagree very much
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94. Compared with an average teacher, I would say I get along well with
other teachers.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

95. I really feel at home in this school as nothing makes me mervous or

uneasy.
1. agree very much 5. disagree a little
2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much
4. don't know

96. I feel 7 am really a part of this faculty.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4, don't know

97. 1If I had a chance to do the same kind of teaching for the same pay
in another school, T would consider moving.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

98. The teachers in this school get along with one another better than
those in other schools in this district.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

99. The teachers really help each other on the job in this school as com-
pared with teachers in other schools in this district.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

100. Generally speaking, I don't like being a teacher.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know
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I like my teaching job in this school.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little
2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4, don't know

I am far from satisfied with the school environment here.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

I have some very good reasons to refute the general feeling that
anyone can be a teacher.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

Personally, I feel I can adjust to changes easily.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

If we want to maintain a healthy and srabie zducational system we
must keep it the way it is and resist the temptations to change.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree an the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

Most changes introduced in the last ten years have contributed very
little in promoting education in our schools.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree on the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know

I really believe we could have done a much better job or at least done
just as well if thiugs hadn't been changed so much in our schools.

1. agree very much 5. disagree a little

2. agree on the whole 6. disagree cn the whole
3. agree a little 7. disagree very much

4. don't know
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How would you rate yourself in teaching ability compared with secon-
dary teachers in general?

. outstanding 5. average

among the best . below average
good 7. among the poorest
above average

LN -
(o))

Where would you rank your ability to become a teacher on closed
circuit television?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

Where would you rank your ability to be a supervising teacher fer
a student teacher?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

How would you rate your ability to get along with students compared
with teachers in general?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

How would you rate your ability to enrich instruction (go beyond the
book) compared with teachers in general?

1. outstanding 5. average
2. among the best 6. below average
3. good 7. among the poorest

4. above average

Where would you rank your methods of teaching compared with other
secondary teachers?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

How would you rate yourself in teaching ability compared with other
teachers who have the same number of years of teaching experience?

1. outstanding 5. average

2, among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average
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Where would you rank your methods of classroom discipline compared
with other secondary teachers?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. goad 7. among the pooreast
4. above average

How would you rate yourself in ability to teach your major subject
compared with other teachers cf that subject?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best b. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

Where would you rank your ability to teach an accelerated class?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

Among the teachers in the school, name three whom you respect most
as teachers.

A.
B.
C

Name three teachers whose opinions you most frequently seek when
you have problems related to your teaching performance.

A.
B.
c.

Name three teachers in your school whose opinions on crucial educa-
tional issues are usually very valuable to you.

A.
B.
C.

Check the topics in the following list which you have heard about
and/or discussed with other people in your school during the last
six months.

independent study non-graded school

language laboratory programmed learning

use of TV in ciassrooms instructional materials center
large group instruction computer scheduling
team-teaching new math

schedule modifications B.S.C.S.

NeEny

NERAN
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Please answer the following six questions in terms of the items you checked
in the previous question.

122. During the past six months have you told anyone in your school about
any of the above topics?

1. No 2. Yes

123. Compared with your circle of friends in the school are you (a) more
or (b) less likely to be asked for opinions about these topics?

more
less
same amount

124, Thinking back to your last discussion about any of the topics, (a) were
you asked for your opinion or (b) did you ask someone else?

I was asked
I asked someone else
same amount

125. When you and your colleagues discuss any of these topics, what part
do you play? (a) mainly listen or (b) try to convince them of your
ideas?

mainly listen
try to convince
same amount

126. Which of these happens more often, (a) you tell your colleagues about
these topics, or (b) they tell you about these topics?

I tell them
they tell me

same amount

127. Do you have the feeling that you are generally regarded by your
colleagues as a good source of opinion about these topics?

1. No 2. Yes

128. Please name below the five people who you believe are the most active
and widely known citizens in this school district.

v S W N -

Place an (x) in front of the names of those (if any) who are con-
nected in any way with the school system.
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129. Please name below the three most widely known and respected teachers
in this community.

1.
2.
3.

130. Please name below the three teachers in this school who are, in
your opinion, .most active in community affairs,

1.
2.
3.

Please answer the following questions on the basis of how you think your
colleagues feel about you.

131. How would your teaching colleagues rate you in teaching ability com-
pared with secondary teachers in general?

1. outstanding 5. average
2. among the best 6. below average
3. good 7. among the poorest

4., above average

132. Where would your teaching colleagues rank you in ability to become
a teacher on closed circuit television?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

133. Where would your teaching colleagues rank your ability to be a super-
vising teacher for a student teacher?

1. outstanding 5. average

2, among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4., above average

134. How would your teaching colleagues rate your ability to get along
with students compared with teachers in general?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

135. How would your teaching colleagues rate your ability to enrich instruc-
tion (go beyond the book) compared with teachers in general?

1. outstanding 5. average
2. among the best 6. below average
3. good 7. among the poorest

4, above average
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136. Where would your teaching colleagues rank your methods of teaching
compared with other secondary teachers?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

137. How would your teaching colleagues rate you in teaching ability com-
pared with other teachers who have the same number of years of teach-
ing experience?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

138. Where would your teaching colleagues rank your methods of classroom
discipline compared with other secondary teachers?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. belov average

3. good 7. amcuy the poorest
4. above average

139. How would your teaching colieagues rate you in ability to teach your
major subject compared with other teachers of that subject?

1. outstanding 5. average
2. among the best 6. below average
3. goud 7. among the poorest

4, above average

140. Where would your teaching colleagues rank your ability to teach an
accelerated class?

1. outstanding 5. average
2. among the best 6. below average
3. good 7. among the poorest

4. above average

141. How many of your five (5) closest friends are also employed as teachers?

1. 4.
2. 5.
3.

142, How many of this number are also employed as teachers in this school?

1. one of them 4, four of them
2. two of them 5. all of them
3. three of them

143. In general, do you consider yourself favorably disposed toward new
educational practices?

1. No 2. Yes
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144, In eceneral, do you think that administrators in this school are
favorably aisposed toward new educational practices?

1. No 2. Yes

145. 1In general, do you think that your fellow teachers are favorably
disposed toward new educational practices?

1. No 2. Yes

Please answer the following questions on the basis of how you think your
principal feels about you.

146. How would your principal rate you in teaching ability compared with
secoendary teachers in general?

1. outstanding 5. average
2. among the best 6. below average
3. good 7. among the poorest

4. above average

147. Where would vour principal rank your ability to become a teacher on
closed circuit television?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

148. Where would your principal rank your ability to be a supervising
teacher for a student teacher?

1. outstanding 5. average

2, among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

149. How would your principal rate your ability to get along with stu-
dents compared with teachers in general?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

150. How would your ‘principal rate your ability to enrich instruction (go
beyond the book) compared with teachers in general?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average



151.

152.

153.

154.

155,

156.

157.

123

Where would your principal rank your methods of teaching compared
with other secondary teachers?

1. outstanding 5. average

2, among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

How would ycur principal rate you in teaching ability compared with
other teachers who have the same number of years of teaching experi-
ence?

1. outstanding 5. average
2. among the best 6. below average
3. good 7. among the poorest

4. above average

Where would your principal rank your methods of classroom discipline
compared with other secondary teachers?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

How would your principal rate you in ability to teach your major sub-
ject compared with other teachers of that subject?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

Where would your principal rank your ability to teach an accelerated
class?

1. outstanding 5. average
2. among the best 6. below average
3. good 7. among the poorest

4. above average

Do you happen to know what the main issue is about in the Amish
school controversy in Hillsdale County, Michigan?

1. No 2. Yes

What is it?

Do you happen to know who the Muskegon County Superintendent of
Schools is?

1. No 2. Yes

Who is it?
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Do you happen to know who the president and executive secretary of
the Michigan Educational Association are?

1. No 2. Yes

Who are they? The President is
and the Executive Secretary is

Do you happen to know the method of selection of the Superintendent
of Public Instruction in Michigan?

1. No 2. Yes

What is it?

How many members are there on the State Board of Education?
members (approximately)

Please rank the following in order of whose opinion of your teaching

ability is more important to you. (1 = most important; 2 = second;
5 = least important)

Students
Principal __
Teaching colleagues
Myself

Parents of students

162. Rhodesia is a city /country in:

163.

164.

165.

Southeast Asia
Australia
Africa

Middle East
Latin America
Don't know

T

The Prime Minister of Canada is

Don't know
U Thant is:

Prime Minister of Red China
U.N. Ambassador from Viet Nam
Foreign Minister of Japan
Secretary General of U.N.
Don't know

]

Have you ever travelled outside the U.S.?

1. No 2. Yes
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I1f yes, please list below the countries you have
visited, purpose and the number of days spent in
each:

Country Number of Days

Please list below all of the organizations in which you have held
membership at one time or other during the last five (5) years.

———

Compared with other teachers in this school, I have attended profes-
sional education meetings which involve educators from more than one
district

very frequently

quite frequently
about the same amount
seldom

. rarely

(U, S R ULRN G I

Please list below the protfessional journals (regardless of the
academic area to which the journal is addressed) which you read

regularly.

Please list below the professional journals (regardless of the
academic area to which the journal is addressed) which you read
occasionally.

Please list below the non-professional periodicals which you read

regularly.
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Most of my insights and new ideas regarding education result from
(please rank in order of importance frem 1 = most important to
4 = least important):

books and/or magazines on education

discussions with other educators

discussions with non-educators

radio, television and/or newspapers (mass media)

Please list subjects taught in the last five years and semesters
taught.

Number of
Subject Semesters

Il

Please list the number of courses in physical or natural sciences
that you have taken in college (specify the course level),

Number Course Level (Fr., Soph.,
of Courses Subject Jr., Sr., or graduate)

How would your students rate you in teaching ability compared with
secondary teachers in general?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

Where would your students rank your ability to become a teacher on
closed circuit television?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average
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Where would your students rank your ability to be a supervising
teacher for a student teacher?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4., above average

How would your students rate your ability to get along with students
compared with teachers in general?

1. outstanding 5. average
2. among the best 6. beluw average
3. good 7. among the poorest

4. above average

How would your students rate your ability to enrich instruction (go
beyond the book) compared with teachers in general?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4., above average

Where would your students rank your methods of teaching compared
with other secondary teachers?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

How would your students rate you in teaching ability compared with
other teachers who have the same number of years of teaching ex-
perience?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4, above average

Where would your students rank your methods of classroom discipline
compared with other secondary teachers?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4., above average

How would your students rate you in ability to teach your major sub-
ject compared with other teachers of that subject?

1. outstanding 5. average

2. among the best 6. below average

3. good 7. among the poorest
4, above average
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183. Where would your students rank your ability to teach an accelerated

class?
1. outstanding 5. average
2. among the best 6. below average
3. good 7. among the poorest
4. above average

Please evaluate your principal in terms of the following adjective pairs.
Check one and only one of the seven points of each item. For example:

active . ~J
extremely quite not sure somewhat quite extremely
active active inactive inactive inactive

....................... r-—---------_-------T-------_-(_---’---------------
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184. educated uneducated
185. untrained trained
186. informed uninformed
187. inexperienced experienced
188. subjective objective
189. honest dishonest
190. safe dangerous
191. closeminded openminded
192. frank reserved
193. introverted extroverted

194. Regarding the decision to adopt independent studv, do you feel it was:

1. your personal decision

2. a decision upon which you had no influence but you had the choice
of adopting it or not

3. a decision by consensus but you had the option of adopting it or
not

4. a decision by consensus but you are required to adopt it
5. a decision made for you and you are required to adopt it

6. other (specify)
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What was your incowe as a teacher here last year?

5000 or below 6501-7000 __
5001-5500 7001-7500

5501-6000 _— 7501-8000
6001-6500 above 8501 __

How much over and above your teaching salary did you earn from other
sources last year?

none

below 500

501-1000

1001-1500
1501-2000

Sex:

Male

. 20-24
. 25-29

30-34

. 35-39
. 40-44

2001-2500
2501-3000
3001-3500
3501-4000
4000 or above

T
A

2. Female

6. 45-49
7. 50-54
8. 55-59
9. 60 or over

What subjects are you currently teaching?

Subject How Many Periods? Grade Level

Educational background:

Wo~NoOun LN =

High school diploma
1-3 years college

Bachelors Degree (majors)
Bachelors Degree + (majors)
Masters Degree (majors)
Masters Degree + (majors)
Graduate Diploma/Education (majors)
Doctors Degree (majors)

Other

specify)

T o o e e e e e e e o e o o e o e o = e e = e o e e = - oo

We would appreciate any comment that you may have concerning the items in

this questionnaire.

Thank you again for your patience and cooperation,



