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The "Trouble Shooting" Checklists Revisited: The Development of New Innovation-fre

Checkl ists to Measure Change Potential in Higher Educational and Schggl—Based Setti

I3

Brad A. Manning
’
©A papér presented to-Fhe-AERA Meeting
Washington, D. C., March 30-April 3, 1975

-
»

to assist educations

The "Trouble Shooting" Checklists have been developed

N

in their assessment

L
[

potential for suc- -

inistrators, concerned with change,

L4

|
al change agents and adm
S

b e .

of organizational variables predictive of an institution's

cepsful ly adopting innovations, Two prevfdus experimental cheeklists, the TSC-A

and the TSC-B iMknang#}I973, 1974), were Iim[fe& to higher educational §e++ings
and were innovation-spécific in that they focused on institutioAs adopting mod-

ules and personal asséssment fe?dback systems (PAF) with a éouﬂseling orienta-

tion. Two new, experimenfal "Trouble Shooting" Checklists have now beem desibne

3

which are innovation-free and which are’ predictive of institutional change po-

tential in higher educational -and school-based settings,
! d N t

hY AN R }

. - h

Theoretfcal Framework

I

s/
°

The’"TrouBIe Shéofing" Check]isfs haye been developeq'ia conjunction with.

a project which has a;’ifs Théorefipal framework a concerns~-based 3485T§°” mode |
(Hall, 1974; Hall, Wal lace, &qusseTT, |§73).4 In brief, Thg concerns=based gL
- doption model orders the effects of gfag;s ;f human concern In interaction with

levels of use of an innovafion.' The ordering is a dévelopmenfal one which pos-
Tulafeslfhaf both stages of concern and levels of use become’ progressivety more
sophisticated throughout the adoption-implementation proéésg. The relationship

/

tion that

of the TSC to the concerns-based adoption mode! is based on the éésump

\ a |

5.

e
ngs
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in order for stages of concern and levels of use to develop progressively through
S~ ]

’

the adoptgon-di ffusion process, an in§TITuTion must mee¥ certain cdonditions and

be in an appropriate state of readiness. .- - . :
. ¢ . R , . y . . . .

All forms of the TSC'idenTTfy for the administrator or the change agénf

4 ~-

both ideal and uné&cebfabIe_organizafional variables rélated to the adoption and ,

implehenTaTLon of innovations (the earliér TSC forms ,also’ identified marginai

\ " .

[ . e M L d - ’ ‘ o
variables) .~ In, order *to make Such an assessment, the "Troub-le Shooting'™Check- -+

likts have been based on the assumption.that the following dimensions are cryéial:

4

.~ the.general orgaﬁizafional structure of the, institution; The.deshripfive charac-
\ » .

. . . 4 & .
_teristi¢s of its members and the organizational climate;' persona'tity, .leadership

@ » -« ° .

. , & . . . .
styles and concerns. of its memfers; the nature of communications which occur v

’ [ "; 0 ' .

both within and withqut the institution; the levels af which previqys innovations:

have been used;/and, the personélify and.social characteristics of the sTudgn%s.
o 7, o _
[} 3 - \‘
"The Innovation-Free form of the ‘TSC
for Higher=Educational Settings
T S o
The development of the original TSC-A and the TSC-B has been documented L.

< .

7 , ‘ ;
in detail in both the TSC.manual (Manning, 1973) and a 1974 AERA paper (Manning,

1974). . 'n brief}'arfwngQ—nine page, open-ended questionnaire was given 1 six

)
/ - . ¢ . - %
change agents. This questionnaire was broken into ideﬁl, marginal, and unac-

~ .

cepTabIe'quesfiqg ateas. Theiresponses o ‘this guesfibnnaire served as a data

. bage for the two original checklists (TSC-A and TSC-B). After’a se}ies;af re-

wrifing§ and, refinements, these responses gradually became checklis* iteths.

1 - ~

. —_— !

They were arbitrarily assigned-score values of 2, |, and 0 for items classified
e . o “ . . [ .

as ideal, marginal and.unaccepteble, respectively. . .

*, . . . t . ) 3




//t of The total items in eaéh subscgale be selected.. The-scales and subscales were

>,

- : T .

as follows:

Scale Il11: Nature of Communications

e . }

..The innovation~free forfm of the TSC for highéraeducafion, was bui I+ direct-

"1y t8n the TSC-A and the TSC-B. The first step was the elimination of all- ig*em?‘ﬁ

o R ) - . .
which specifically referred to modulés, counseling or assessment bafteries, as

. X R .« i
well as i"tems which had any innovation-specific reference. The remaining items

were then examined for their aﬁbroprjafeness:in each subscale. * Since the TSC-B
3 T ' \ -

had items in common with the TSC-A, these items were eliminated. Jhe remaining

« - v - n . ’

\d . "
items were pooled to form the new instrument. The next step was to modi fy ‘scale

and subscale titles I%'order to make them applicable to all debarfmeqfs in high-

. . . l -
er educational institutions. AS a result of these modifications, one subscale

[} g B . N
o

was eliminated. In its place aﬁofher subscale was built from the TSC' informa-

~

* , Tion base.

“

@

\] @

This first experimental, innevation-free form of the.TSC for higher educa-

- . . < ™Y
tional* institutions consisted of 495 .items organized into 16 subscales i'n 5 major
@ & B R .

'
PR - L]

Ecales, and was 39 pages.- All subscales werglforced~choice requesfing-fha¥ 1/3°
) »

B L
- LA

..
5 -

Scale |: Organlzaflonal Structure -

Subsqale A: Organi zational Characferlsfncs

éubscale B: Social-Professional Climate of the Organjzation ’
Subscale C: ' Descriptive Characteristics of the Faculty

Subscale D: Descriptive Characteristics of the Administration

Scale |l: Faculty, Department Cha:rperson and Dean (personalnfy and leadership
dynamics) - )
Subscale A: Personalify, Leadershlp Styles and Concerns 0f "Facul ty *
Subscale B: Personality, Leadership Styles .and Concerns of the Deparfmenf ’

. Chairperson - v

.Subscale C: Personalidty, Leadership/éjyles and Concerns of thé Dean’

Suhbscale A: General Nature of All Cor un|ca+|ons , .
Subscale B: Frequency and Nature of Letters and Phone Calls Ag
Subscale C: Fregquency and Nature of Rersonal Visits

.

1
.
/ - ' -
- ? . .

v
o
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. ¢

~of items (idea

able = .§7 (see table 1).

-

L}

.S ) B A
-.\ . pe 4 . ’
Scale 1V: Level gf Usage ’

Subscale A: 'First Stages éf Adoption

# . 0
Subscale B: Predictions of Later Stages of Adoption N
- Subscale C:.- Organizations Members' Attitudes Towards Innovations
Scale V: Studests '

’ i

) Subéqale A Personglify and Social Characteristics of Students
Subscale B: Academic Style of Students
Subscale C: Students' attitudes towards innovation

.

-

-»ltem Analysis

-

The first experimenfa], innovation-free form of the TSC for higher educa-,

tional institutions wes distributed to a small, nation-wide sample*of’chdnge

agents who were asked to complete the TSC an

- . /
_“detall. In such a way, it was possible o obtain detai led responses from a re-
presentative samble of.would-bé users in addition fo the data necessary for the’

”

-~

v

item analysis. A synthesis of the critiques was compiled and remedial.acfions::
outlined. Altogefher, thirty institutions were rated and included in the follow-

ing analyses.

-

" The first type of énalysis focused on the folipwing question: do items .as-
signed to one-.of

- RS
L)

their respective groups? This analysis was made on all items in a single analysis
. : . ;

the two groups of.items (ideal and unacceptable) belong with

- " p . *
and resulted in correlations between each item and fthe total score for each group

‘and unacceptable.) The ajphas for the iwo_ groups of ‘items were
. ¢ )

)
*

. l) .
as follows: items classified as idéal = ,99; and, items classified as. unaccept-

TN
A secgnd type of analysis focused on the following?quésfion:
. N

do item$ phich
are marginally cla55ifiéa belong with their own group or with one oﬁ_fhe,#Wm te-
,/7/maining groups (i.e., ideall

. \

*
»
'y

y classified items or unacceptably classified itémsﬁ?

&

N

£
.
v
.
154
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d to'critique and comment upomt ¥t in’
N .
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»y

.Each item*classified as ideal,.correlated with the total score:of items classi-
each item c!asskfled as unaccepfable correlafed with the- fotal

fied ag ideal;

Table i*

score of items class:frod as unaccepfable

| +em Number¥¥*

% .

I+em class:fled as
i dea correJafed with
total. score—of items
classified as ideal

\\

A}

.

. Item classified g5 unaccept-

»  able correlated with total

— -score of items’classlfied
- ’
as unacceptable

2
O

.

7675 -

7650
8130
1270 7

L7432

.716)1
5489 - L7
8591

R

°

x ThIS Table includes lnformafion only on the final 100-items sefécfed

** 1+em nymbers refer to numbers used-in +the secand lnnovafion free form of the
- higher educaflonal TSC included in the appendlx.

- N ’

~

.

7 .
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Table | (Bntifued) i
N
Item Number . Item classified a3 .- ltems classified as unaccept-
. ideal correlated with . -able correlated with total
" total score of items score of items classified
classified as ideal . as unacceptable
. . \ . * ., . B
s 4 . . . p
36 o »5995 e . ,
38 o . .6497 . ‘ ¢ ‘
39 ' .6344 o
40 - . -~ - _ .5830 B
Al g 4732
42 .5795 o l
- 44 , .5489 ' . , S )
1o 45 , .6046 i ' . // -
: 46 ° - ,T784) ' .
47 ‘ .6339 . B
\ - 48, . .6550 N
9 ° .7037 ‘ s .
50 / .7326 _ . )
51 ‘ : .. .7386 ¢ "
.. 52 : . 7400 . -
' 53 . .637! o ‘ ,
54 : 6423 . , > :
- 53 ' .5366 Co : .
" 57 _ ) 6104
. 58 ' _ .6345
59 Co . - ‘ .6608 >
. 60 ' ©.6099 .- . .
) 61 . . " +.6913 cL oL ' |
62 e , .6537
63., ' . .8947 ) 3 ”
- 64 ; .7048 . L
65 - .8933° o .-
66 - - .8947. ’ ‘ .. ;
e . " 7851 . 2 L '
©o68 T : 5567 - o : '
69. 6415 e ' . .
70° - ‘ - " 5563 >
©T . . 7589 , O
72 ° ) . - .5346 - s
73 . B .44.96 ' ; N ‘ ' , =Y -0 S
74 . - © T +.,5283 S .
) 75 .- : 6420 . " g
76 ‘ ) .8330 . . o T o —_—
: 77 . .slo8 R : S ‘ 1
£ 78 . ° Sl ... ,6583. . :
, _ ) . ‘ o ) o
" . 5.




. . Table | LconfinuéQ) ) 7.
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-—_ 4 .,

3 . v <
| fem Number tem classified as -« 1Tem clessified as unaccept-
= ideal correlated with able correlated with tfotal
total score of i+¢ms score of ifems classified
' classified as ideal "= as unacceptable
/. ' | ooz |
79 N
80 //) . .7525
8l - L7821 .. - .
82 . : N o, WA5TI
3 83 ‘ . 7246
85 o .6505 “ ' /
86 U .7882 ’ e
87 s - .. .6208 ,
88 - . @ .5022 :
89 T ' . .6987
.90 , . . ,7333
92 .6536
93 A .6783
94 s 6319 :
95 ¢ ' .8947 ‘
96 ' 6061
97 - , +5500
98 . .5925 )
§ * 99 . o ’ .4855 -
100 R L5976 - : .
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. ~ . ,
A single correlational analysis was made to answer this question and resulfed”/’—
N <

~

- s 4
¢

in two CO(relaTions: a correlation betweep each marginal’ifem and the total

\

score of unaqcepfable.ifems; and, a correlation between each marginal item and

the total score of ideal items. Items which corfelated highly with the fotal
’ ' : ¥ . .

score for ideally Classified items and which correlated low with the total score

for unacceptably classified items, were then considered in a later anafygis for,

assignpent to the ideally classified item pool; items which correlated hidhly .

with the total score for the unacceptab ly classified items and which correlated

L4 .

low with the' total score for the ideally classified items, were then considered

-

in a later analysis for assiggment fo the unacceptably classified ifem'pool.
¢

. . P

(See Table 2.) ' ‘ %
- ' : )

A third type of analysis focused on whetheror not items were internalty

consistent within each of the five scales. This analysis actually cohsisted of

two separate analyses’ (since each item was taken from one 'of two data pools, con-
. ¢ ) -
sisting of items designated as ideal and items designated as unacceptable). These
. . - 7
analyses resulted in correlations between qachﬁ@!em and each of the Yotal scale
' = A , . *'\ .

scores. (see Tahle 3). ITemsfé%ich correlafea above .34 in these analyses were

* highly in other scales as well.

saved. for the final Fnalysis desgribed below. One of the results of these amalyses .
.3 . . .

was that the scales'bemonéfrafed a lack of indepemdence. In other words, it can,

. . . N . . . '
be concluded that institutions which rate highly in one scale.are-likely to rate

Lo |
¥ LA . ’
- - .
v

The final type of analysis, like the third @nalysis, focused on whether or

r . . )
not items were internally consistent within each §cale and withjin the entire in-

c

-

. 2 . .
s?rumeqf. However, this analysis included only the items which correlated above -
. X .- .. z ' i
. . . P -
.34 on the *third analysis describéd above, and the marginaj items seleqfed from
N o ' -
T - - ¥ ' ;

42 0 - T




‘: “ . . o . . v ’x,
vty ! . . e 9 '
- " . . 3 i ~
| - ’ t ' ’ e v po ! ho
14 . ! ' e >
. ® (SN J\\ . NLf ’L’ ,‘v ' M
~ ] , - ;)v\ s :"
° - Table 2% R R . s
s ‘ H I .
&.‘ ’ { " T 3 * ¢ s‘ )’,i \
Co- Correlaflons of gems classnfied as margwnal w:*h tofal scores of ii‘ems1 ,.,

N

. o +© " _Correlations with total Cor ela'hons with tofalt ..,\L;,_,
2 Item Numbe r** ; score of items classified core’ of |*ems cIassn-\ ”%éi"

=0+ s uhacceptablel . T - fled as ideal. s

S S L T J; S IR ) N .
I. A6 o7 .58 T L2568 b
‘ o ILA20 L T 483 ;-'“,.:"'T'_"“-'*44‘6"'- .
. A. 26 - TONC=90,, T e ..430 _ L
BT s N L A RIS
S R - T - T Y - R R __“}_’-'-if'_‘"t_ S
1. 8. 2l S L ess =708 T s =TT
. B.23 . ,° o - 52t - -~ 2 T+ \ -1558
d - .cot2 628 - =624 T
’ Jd.co23 . .455 S -.597 :
Se LDl e T 53] ) o =519 '
1.0, 15 - RNy LI - -.522 , L
1, D. 18 o .678 ’ . =627 e
: l. D. 34 .. - .435 ' ' ,=.533 A
I, A, 12 - ) < . 464 ' . =559

[ N o I WO - .. 643 o CTTRY -

’ Ol A4 -.665 P J9BLT
.. A 24 o . .419 N . -.A&L‘_ N e .
R N -

Il C 3 \ " ,588 \ . -.487 ,

B

c

€12, . v - .470 . -.562 ' ,
T 11y A, o 503 ‘W : -.424 :

It B2 .62l - S, -.440

NI, €7 528 % TS

BV N 1 O o - . 641 - =,525 ¢

o IVeB.B. s 83 T - 524 o
o gy Weco3 T 400 7 we 513 K
S A | PR oA - 8 446 g ~.530
v - Ivoc 2‘ N L ‘ -.545
’ = 3 — . ——

- ' t - “ . . . ‘\
4 .
- *This. table includes Infonnafion only on items classified as marginal which

were reclassnfned as ideal or unaccepfable for the final ahalysis. ’

-

* **Ifem numbers refer to the: first experimenfal form of the |nnovaflon free TSC.
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classified as ideal and total score of

I+em Number -

« Table 2 (cbpfinued)

-
.

'

rginal with total scores®of items
items classified as unacceptable,

Correlations with total

.
,

Correlations with .total

. - score of items.classified score of items classi- .
* as unacceptable ¢ fied as ideal
vy e N R " ° 1
. . ° . 1 . . 1
IvV. C. 28 ) . 666 , v . -.628 . .
V. A, 10 | .636 ' -.543 ‘
V. B. | e *.557 -.591 T
' V. Bn 4 . : . 0507 —.535
* T ov.B. 0 469 =515 ,
<+ V.B. 12 ‘ .598 . : -.508 _ Lo
"VIByIT . 632 - - -.688 RN -
V. B. 3 ' T .503 -.461 )
) i
?.
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arenﬂ\esk& Yefer to numbe’rs used in The
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“Each i tem corre!,a“l'ed With ~ro“ra| sca|e scores for fie scales. > z
L ‘ L
T e '|TEMSfCLAS’S~|F_{ED« ‘AS IDEAL
Lo .. ‘ T -_Lﬂ;“‘/ . s
|'tem Number o P ey 3 4 5
- i -
2 (VB8 | 705 . }' L5681 - - 4167 +.633 11,753 -
3 UTR2) 869 / L7181 7475 853 - - 678
4 (1 C 4, 837 - /r ,640. - / 809 . 7,782 L677
. .5 D8 753 L 693 ,;-'MMS-“-- + 7580 - .463
L4 8 (VB 3. "7670 ~f5|,3/ /, 466 - .663 1738
10 (V B 5) 0639, .643 65T .68l .767
oG e .7 st //618/ 750, .533 .433
~ 14 (1,C18) 689 - /.53 " .480 - 667 " .593
16 (IV'B9) 7200 7 646, 457 91,479
21 ¢l D& 806, 80| . .A88 _, .675 .525
22 (11.A28) - .780 . 806, .965 .752 .651
25-(IV-A 219 12 J561 o f 503 17 . 725
27 (IVA9) ‘, ,J /783 / . 612 . 370 862 . " .632
33 (11 AD) oa /65,8 2,703, ¢ 457 .654 .670
- 34 (1 ofm*/ 7 3806 616 - .257 _*, 505 - _.354
35 (4 A23)" 7 ,/aSSf 7 .84 542 .842 .663
36 (A 55 // - 44/ 591 868 e 46| .322
38 (VA 16) 623 501 - 439 620 .696
39 (1A 197 596 '+ ..600 -.507 .592 . . 494
,}._'4‘2 w. AfS), "’. 7459 .460 .385 581 .723"

7L aa (1 672D 429 .50l 761 374 .\, 396
85 (FALIE) [0 TT.580 ©7 520" .367 11 v .498

$ 7 86.(1¥B.10) .764 .661 .464 826 . 744
i 47 €1.D19)- 722 629 .235 ".612 515

%4914 B 5) 651 § 723 .493 .698 .517

S 500 (1V B 1) 692 572 604" .80 .587'

T 52 4V B 7) 660+ - 648 " [727 .638 612 4
L 530111 A-21). .536 .534 744 479 .556
Tosasar e .644 .699 475 .593 . 369 .

E&»(V A 19). LAT7 .423 .296 .474 715
C 57 (WA T 539 - .542 .348 .572 781 %
., 60 (11 A 16). .538 615 . 412 .493 618
61 (LI A 12) 352 .555. ©,745 .428 .519
,63 v ¢ .902 .795 - 537 .935 753
f64 (1D 666 778 ¥+ 518, [ .615 .485
g 65 uv c 7) .881 .836 584 .. :903 .710
| ; | | - . ;
™ -
1 ' v ‘—( : .
X . E % :
» 16, {/r .
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’ : | Table 3 (continued) L
> s |TEMS CLASSIFIED AS IDEAL ,
v Y . \a
g- i+em Number R 3 4 5
&, . ' T v
¢ 86 (IV C 4), .902 .795 .537 ..935 .753
67 (I11-A 26) - 695 - 2735 . 777 .675 593
, 68.(V A 227 V494 395, .306 524 .770
69 (V B 38) .594 489, .480 .616 677
71 Qv € 19) . 769 576 .496 . 877 .643
76 (IV C 16) ©.812 - 2741 .649 809 . .654
;77 OOV A 10) 769 I 661 .602 ©.800 T 1759
80, (V.B 23) T w661 4 .4T5 .702 .755
8l (1V C.14) .835 7 .690 .37 .827 681"
85 (111°C 12) .502 .586 .810 523 .502 :
86 (VB 14).. T30 51 .483_ .786 716 °
92 (111 c'27) .. 470 664~ 858 .498 .44)
937(111+C 23) 534 ., 586" 858 .606 472
94 UV AS5) 582 628 . .305 J723 -~ 540
L 95 (v e i - - ~802 /795 77 537 .935 .753
96 (V B 24) .604 '+ .470 4252 .576 765
98 (V C 15) 463 /0 % 496 .363 .534 799
100 (VC 3) ..504 7. 509 . .389 . .507 .750
[ / b
‘. ’ LR I . .
. L v S e :
. ' [ b =
‘ o .'4:
. ' ‘
13 ‘ ’ ‘
A AN &
’ ~~_' kY : . ’
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‘the second analysis, also described above, ]Ets_enalysis actually consisted of

" n

‘ “two sepebafe analyses (since each ifen Wa; taken f;ém one of tio data pools con- !
S » . | :
sisfinéTof items designated as ideal and items des'ignated as unaccepféble). Theee K .
analyses resulted in\co}qelgfione of‘each iTem,yiTh‘The fotal score of. the in- B ‘;
strument ;nd quh its To;al scale score (see Table 4), 'Tne alphas of the fine ’
) scales‘forgl |deally cIassufled i tems’ areqﬁg %ollows scale | = ,96; scale 2 =

>

.96; scale 3 = .95; scale 4 = 96, scale’ 5 = 95 and ToTal alphas of The flve
scales for the unacceptably cldssified i tems are as follows: scale I‘= .95;

scale 2 = .94; scale 3 =-.94; scale 4'= .92; .scale 5 = .89; and total alpha = .98.

~

1+em Selection
, After the sampling was comblefed it w%e'decided-bbaf Thelldeal‘lengfh of the

- °

instrument snould be 100 rﬁm@, and ThaT the forced-choice format should bz changed

\\To a flve—p0|n+ leer+ Type 5cat|ng Consequenfly,.all marglnal items were re-
moved excepf +hose wh|ch correlafed highly in the final analysus after having been

A

re-classuf;ed as tdeal or unaccepTabﬂf. ‘The 100 items thCh had the hlghes+ over=-

all correlafions for all of Thﬁ,anelyses were, then, selecﬁed from the remainlng

AR T - ®
f g .«

items. Finally, these highest coFreIaT{ng items were examined‘in terms of:the

de.ailed comments made by change EQen#s who had complefed the checklnsf. Some )

L (2] . 4
i tems were then rewr|++en for greafer clarify i . . - )
[N} 1 ’
;\tL\ Dle 1% The facl that- +he scaltng has -now been changed from forced-chOIce to
N ; D . , R

- . - . ,

' a seconq, and final, |+ems analysis is planned. quever a' second |+em analysas

Pod

\ -
,J, . . - t

iﬁbrobab}y will rot reeul+~in any.greej,arferatuon of the presén+ Tnstrument, since
) e ‘ .7 o ) o .

Q¢

Lfkérf-fypewand because some of +he flnally selected |+ems hava,been rewrlffen, [
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Table 4% T,

Each.item correlated with total score of insh‘uménf and Tofal’scale score.

#  |TEMS CLASSIFIED AS UNACCEPTABLE Y
-4 ' .
| fem Number¥¥ Cofrelation with total . Correlation with total
, score-of knstrument scale score
AEIIRNE) S - 8073 - . .8145 ) % A
6 (1 Br13) LR 6774 . : .696
T7 U A0 7229 . ‘ 8272 R
"9 (11 A5 ;7096 .7465
12 (VB 9) ' 7327 . .5987 ¢
13 (i ¢ 3 " .7688 ¥ <7932
15 (11 A 36) 6608 T - o .6750
17 (V B15) ) , .5427 . .6887
18 (IV A 19) s - . .7202 A ; .7428
fo.Citrc2 . .. .6606 _ .7198 &
- 20 (1'D 5) . 5668 o . 7005
24°(1V C 8) ‘ 6911 .7384 -,
26 ({1 c8 - . .6561 - 6124 .
~ 28 (1 A6) " o 6725 . .793| S
.29 (IV C 29) 6653 . .,7036
30 (ILLAT " 5210 ) 6807 -
31 (1 C 5)~ ~ ~  ..6758° 1297 -
32 (11 B 32) : .5864 7322
37 (1V C 28) ' ’ .6310 C. 6545 N
' 40 (1 B I« : ; 63719 -7 6100 . '
g sanre 5) - 62987 . .6571
' 43 (V B 36) 5830 .7032
48 () - . 29) : : 6040 . .6438
.51 (V8 3) - .5925 , -.7527 :
56,11 .C 23) S ~.5875/ 6292
58 (111 A 2).~ .6059 | .6120
59 (111 B 13) ) - 5823 . 7396
62 (11 A 25) C _ ST LT 6069 .
70 11 A 3D .703 7322
M2 Gl E2n ‘ .626 o 6821
73 (1 C3) | . T 6885 . .7438
74 (1V' C 27) _ . ,6310 . .6876
B U7 . .5741 .6584 -
78 (11'B21) ' ' ,6037 . 6729
_79 (VB 12y, . T .5%04 o Tt 6110 :\7 ) .

82 (I A 42) , g . 7430 . .6570

LI |

#This table Tnclud'e.f:,‘ information only ‘on the final \H00, items selected. {
#%|tem numbers’ tefef to numbelrs .used in the second experimental form of the higher<
O ‘uca¥omal TSC. Numbers in parenttiesis refer;fo numbers used in the first experi-

EMCM@I form of +the higher-educational TSCy -

e 19
¢t . N
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Each item corre’lated Wjth total score of instrument and total scale score.

| tem Number A

- ]
Table 4 (continued)

[

‘ITEMS CLASSIFIED AS UNACCEPTABLE"

g (continued) -

. Correlation with fotal

A
N

scale score

.-
‘e

Correlation wi?ﬁ total

83 (111 C 26)
ga (111 C 15)
87 (11 8 14)
88 (111 B 7y
89 (1 A )
90 (111 A17)
91 (1D I
97- (V B 37)
99 (Il A22)

&

score of instrument

.6298
7181~
, 7297
‘ .6220
.7094
.8343
.5906
.5014
.6466

.7470
.7968
7975
.7399
v .7328

‘ .8699

* . .6863

. . .6958
' .6125

3

- k]

5773

‘A~ |TEMSCLASSIFIED AS |DEAL ,
_ Item Number. . bo;}elafjon with total . _Correlation with total
. : score of instrument "scale score
2 (VB 18) ¢ 93 L7619
3 (11 A26): .8568 e B4a35
4 (1 C4. '.6507 VL7128
5 (1D 8 . .7045 6712 7
8. (VB 34) . - .6872 v ~oL73es” Y
10 (VB 5) v .7500 L L7732
G cn o ~.6355 ke | .7526
14 (I C 18) 7024 \ 7856 .
6. (1 B 9) . 7144 \.7906
21 (I D 14) .8256 - 8515 .
22* (11 A-28) . .8464 . . 7964
23°(1 A 26) 7579 o 7728
25 CIV A 21) .7280 " ' A LT
"27 (IVA9) L7441 : .8618
33 (It A9) . 7167 .7091 ;
"34 (1 D 12) 6799 .7457
35 (11 A 23) 7965 . 7640
36 (111 AS) .5990 .8715
38 (VA 16) .6409 6936 :
39 (1 A"14) 6370 " . .6129
42 (VAS) , 7184

20
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) . Table 4 (continued) . ‘ N
o Ve
Each item correlafed‘wij*h total scorge.,'of insfruénenf‘ and Tofa.ln sgale score. b ‘
ITEMS CLASSIFIED AS IDEAL . SR P ‘
v Lot ) . - '
-1+em Number T Correlaj'-io'nfwiifh total _* Correlation with total”"
_ score o[ﬁ instrument ~ . scgfle score
44 (111 B 21) ‘ / .5429° . 7654
45 (1 A°16) 6194 .6166
46 (1V B 10) - .. .7845 T ..8256
47 (1 D 19) 7724 : . w8217
49 (11 8 5) ey L T .8074 s
50 (tv B I) v 11 : ‘. .8099 v )
‘52 (VB T) _\.Z349 6061 L
53 (111 A 21) . 435 27519
54 (11 B 1) 7032 .7238
55 (VA 19) 5290 59 - R "
57 (VA7) L6101 7053 ., )
60 €11 A 16) - - /.6072 " .6152
61 (111 A 12) 5 5711 - .7449 | - .
63 (1Y C 15) ‘.8957 .9347 T (
.64 (0D 7992, ° 8317 )
£ 65 (IVC M- . .8947 9025 - . o
66° (1V C 4) 48957 .9347 .
67 (141 A 26) .7801. ‘ .7815 -
. 68 (V A"22) .5502 . 7696 '
- 69 °(V B 38) .6322° - .6698
71 av.C19) . .7563 ' .8768
N ';6 (Iv C 16) 8279 .8091 |
* 77 (v A 10) . .8065 & .8000 - . |
80 (V B 23) .7503 .7619 o |
81 (Iv C 14) .7789 o .8272
85 (111 C 12) .6528 - T, ..8089. . . .
86 (VB 14) * - .7906 o .1233 ' o
92111 ¢ 27) . , 6543 . b a7 o ‘
93 (111 C 23) ° \ .6805 £ .8574 .
94 (I1V A 5) .6338 * 7231, ¢ o
95. (IV C 10) .8957 .9347 .
-96 (V B 24)° 6077 7684 °
98 (V C 15) .5871 7932 - -
100 (V C'3) 5955 - .7515
» . "'
P .
21 (. -



+he |tem correlations were reasonably high.

By

.

SN

{
¢

K o s - . :
) . ) < ‘ | X
The'refore, the second itpm analysis

’
. ®

, . : L]
will be more precautionary than exploratory-in nature.

. . 1 . > - . . e
. L
‘ 9
. . . L ey , ° v .
:Descr[gjlon of-lnsfrumenf : : ' - .
. ' = . “ . ‘
Slnce The |nsTrgmen+ hgs been\l|m1+ed to_"100 |+ems in a leerT formaT the x
L\ 4

.t

/

marginal ifems and all 16 subscales have been eliminated.: The insfrumenf now

»

consists of ‘100 random:zed items which' can be broken info 5. d|s+tnc+ scales con-

<

Taining Twenfy Jjtems “each.

Ly

kY
\ s . ¥ !
clarity and are now as fpllows: - L B g i
) § . - v . - . . ' ° Iy
Scale |: OrgannzafnonaJ Climate | o = 2

?cale e
Scale RN
Scale IV:
écale V:

(I{ems in S
climate by
the organiza

cale | attempt. fo Yap lnfqrma+1on abouT the Organuzafuonal
Focusnng in such variablgs as: The ‘power sysTem within
ation; the kinds of behAviors that are reinforced; ‘organiza-

tional values and norms; *ard.. "openness" of The~qrgan|za+|on ).

Organlzaftonal Staff -

N

of faculty

:  Communicati

(Items in S

innovations
tween admih
tion, istems
and adminis

éale |1 describe personallfy ang Ieadershlp characTerlsflcs
and administrators related to the successful - adoption of -

Items focus an |n+erac+|on befween faculty members, be-
strators, and between “faculty and addinistrator . In - addu-A
seek to- ldenflfy attitudes’ andﬁagjeresfs.of the' faculfy,
Fration as They are related to, |nn6Va+ron )

» Innovative

(ltems in S
with succes
probe the d
ed, or prod
+ion betwegq
of the .inst

cale 111 are relafed To the communlcaflon process associated
sful adoption and N\p4emen+a+|on of- innovations. The items

uctive. Ifems also attempt To tap The-qualify of communica-
n change agents (boTh internal and Ekfernalﬁ and The staff
itution.) ",; . §

~ . - Ty A
Experience

s LR

(ltems in S
that an ins
innovations
information

cale IV descrube the exper|ence and degree of sophnsfncafnon
titution has had with The.adopTFQn and |mplemen+a+|on of -
. ITems attempt to identify degrees of awareness of basic
about innovatiofis, and indications by facul+y members that

they have
Students

»
(,,

(Items in Scale V aTTemoT to measure characTerisths of students which :

‘can a@ffect

The adopTlon-lmpIemenTaflon processt - In measuring these

characferus&lcs of students! attitudes towards the faculfy, amd their
course work are considered to be cruciad, -as well as student enThusuasm

3

_sTudeqf interaction with peers and- facuITy, and sTuJeht |ndIV|duaI|Ty

. "(‘ A

p . . <
v p .
L e N &

Some of ﬁhe*scale names havefbeen mbdi fied for greafer !

,%;‘,’1)‘

)] / : : - L

egree to which information exchange is superf|c|al, restrict-’

it
Y

gome idea how to intfegrate an- |nnova+|on into Tbenr'teachlng )

~
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Sco?ing of the Instrument L.

N L)

-
Detailed insfrucTions for scoring the instrument are included with the

instrument in Appendix A. _In brief, a reverse key isegiven for unacceptably

, . . - N
classjfied items, and five keys are given disting the randomized numbers for each

of the five separate scales. Therg are a total of six scores derivable from
¢ . . ..

-the fnsfrumenf, five scale scores and a total scofe.

. Ay

for the Higher Educational- Based TSC, a ‘ v

-

. . Future Plans

Before the second item analysis is qonducféﬁ, the higher educational based
' ' b . 8

l L £ will be given fo organi zational development specialists in order to obtain '.

.

spgge§fions'for modi fication of individua[ items. Aftfer the insfrumenfvhas been’
o : .

scrutinized in this manner, it will' be submitted to a sample of change agents,

13
~

and a minimum of.thirty institutions\will be rated. The types of item analyses

used‘&ill be identical to those used in the tirst analyses. .

- ' " -
3 2

Initial Norming and Validation
» . R .

* A minimum of fen exfernal change agents will be contacted and asked to-

v .

e ‘ t
subjectively select fiffy-two institutions: 25% (13) of which are ideally suited

. to successfully adopt an innovation; 50% (26) of which are marginally suited; and,

' 25% (13) of which are unacteptable. This distribution should increase the chances

that a(%ulIwaﬁdwrepresenfafive range of scores are obtained. After these fifty-two

°

< ~ -

. Inéfifufions'have been idenfiﬁiéé, an infernal chaﬁge agent and.faculf§ member -

‘for each instifution will be selected and asked to rate their institution by using

| ¥
-

}he TSC. Score rangeé of thein TSC ratings will, of course, thén be used to deter-




P " +
mine norms for the scale scores and total score. .3 *
{ _

A valldlfy coefficient will, be defermlned by correlzrnng the first group

w

. ¥

ot exTernaI change agents' subjecfive rafings with the second group of intetnal
] . . - ¢ ’ ’ } .

change agenT and faculty raTings.*:HOWever, before this validity coefficient

¥

. |s compufed, a &omparlson will be made, beTween the raflngs of, the |n+ernal change

1

agenT group (who may have hlgher sTaTus due To the fact Thaf They are in a

pOSITIOﬂ to brlhg abouT change) and the faculfy group " This comparison will be
T &

made #o-check for the con+am|na+|ng affects of d higher status TSC respondenf*

v
~

giving more favorable ratings for thaeir institution. 'L$ these Two.groups do

~ - . . /)
di ffer significantly, two separate coeffjcients wild be recorded.
e/ ' X - ‘ -
i co

The Innovation - Free Ferm of the TSC

For SchooL—BasedZSeffings ' "o

¢ ot
J

The items for the school-based TSC w%re collected from +wo sources: an

N -
AR .

extensive |iterature search for information describing innovative and non-inno- |
i Ty

vative schools; and, inTervLews with ten practicing schOoI-based'change.agenfs.
< ' .

The information col lected from the literature search was organized in the form

of a series of referenced paragraphs summarizing-study findings. Ifems were

N -

in turn wrjtten using these paragraphs .as an information base (see Appendfx B

N B - - .

for the reference list resulting from the |iterature search),

4

In taped interviews with school-based change agents (see'Appendix C for the

/i

interviewing form), the change agents were asked questions about the school and
, o - .

school district environment. The specifig questions generally corresponded with

~~

-

Y

-
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$

* t+he major areas.which emerged from the literature. The {apes were then par%ia|lv

¥ \ .0 <

‘ transcribed for informafioﬁ,whhch would be.likely fo yield items, and items were
N \ . . . = A .

subsequeh+|y'wfi++én. Based on these inferviews and the literature search, an

. . o i

' item poo|‘0f_500/descrip+ive statements has been collected to date and fall [into

[ "

°® < ?

“the following sevén scale areas: . ¢

%]

L ' - 4

#“Scale |: * School-Based Statf . . . . - o .
' ’ (Items in this ccaledescribe. characteristics of school-based staff .
. " in relation to the school's potential for successfully adopting inno- .
' .vations. The items tap informatiad on personality gnd leadership
styles of teachers, principals, and-qpunselorE, in relation to &chool
. innovativeness,’ Variables sucp as interpersonal and professjbnal i
) * interaction patterns, staff affifﬁdes& previous working experfenéé,
and dembgraphic characteristics are also considered in this:scale.) b
N Scale I1: . :Communicafidns, ' L ' ‘ )
e . (Items in this,scale attempt to identify_communication va(?ables which
7 ‘ significantly affect a schdol's 5o+en+ial<forlsucc§ssfujIy adopting
. ' an innovation. Jnis scale-particularly aims at uﬁégvérfgg information
on .patterns of communiqgfion quh within the school and“the entice .,
school system. - Particular items focug on the initidtors, types,
and forms &f communication with respect fo both formal and fnformal
' chagnels of communication.) . ) ¢
Scale I11: Innovative Experience N T -~
(1tems in this scale describe a school's experience with i nnovations
and* attitudes towards ‘innovation. Items in this scale are concerned
with both past attempts at imnovation and present plans for imnovation. |
Particular focus is:on the degree ‘to which a school has prepared itsel f
for +he adoption of innovations, the reasons for considering adoption
i) - of innovations, and the extent to which the schootl has realistically
assessed its needs. The gonsultant role, the district role, and the §
community role are also considered in rélation Tgﬂpo{h-pasf and present
_ plans for adopting indovations.) ; -
_Scale IV: ° Central Administration ’ .
(The Central Administration Scale focuses on relations between the

central offices, schoo|i and school board, and identifies attitudes
k3 . pe

of thd central offices and school board toward innovajioﬁ, their ~
‘ . rolesf/ in relation. t6 the school, and their .awareness of the school's -
@ - -partfcular problems.) . ' R ' o
Scale V: School /Cqmmun ity Relations o . T

(I+emswiﬁ‘+he School/Community Relations Sca|g¢a?+emp+ to tap informa-
+ion on sugh variables as the~amount and sources of funding, fhe degree
R of interest\and involvement of community groups in the school. system,
the social-é\onbmjc environmept, and attifudes of the community, fowards -
the schoolk,) \ ) : o
e - N\ - . ‘555 : . ) 7o
LI \ [ ' R % . ’ <

~
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[ [
Scale VI: Organtzatichal Climate (

.(ltems in this scale describe the work climate and organlzaflonal
structure of .both the school and the central district office. Some
of the particular organizational variables which are fapped include:
how decisions -ar¢ made; how gpals are established; what fask groups <
exist; how task groups function; how planning Takes place; what

vt resources are avaialble; how resources are used; how the organlzaflona! .
' _~hierarchy is" defined both within the school and the school district;
and, the degree.of centraliza¥ion within the school district.) - T8
Scale VIl: Students e : .
. (ltems in this scale describe sfudent behaV|or "attitudes and demo- <
graphic characteristics.  Items attempt +o~+ap information on student
folfudes by focusing on s+uden+ behaviors in the classroom “and the
lunchroom, as well as particular behaV|ors such as abseriteeism, tardi-
“ness’, and number of discipline problems. Mlnorlfy rel ations among
‘the students, teacher/student rapport, and académic excellence are
also considered fo be |mpor+an+ viriables affecflng The adoption/
diffusion process. ) Tan e ‘ .

N

4

o e . v
" . . -
S N 8'.. . 3

¢ . . .« - LN |

Ifem AnalysAs and Inlflal Valldaflon and Normlng R R f

. ' \
'Stmnlarly, ihe plans to da?%ﬁdor the initial norming and Malidafion W|ll be the

"oy
‘n'
4200 of’ fﬁe 1n|+lally,coi1ecfed 500 Ttems, will be seJecTed to build the

expernmenfal form for the item aaalyses. However, before thesé items are,sub-
M % < ot ¢ i
mitted to 5’ gmp1e of change agents for the analyses, they will be given to a

group of organnzaflonal specialists to be examnned in the same manner as ‘the | -

H

y ~

ftems on The hlgher educaflonat based TSC The items, formaf |ng, insfrucflons,

and'scoringﬁgysf will be |den+|cal to ;agse of the higher educafional based TSC

INY

same as The ptans for The higher educational based TSC (see Appendﬁx D for a’’

samplinggp?ifhe school:based'TSC'ifems). ‘ - 3 ‘s
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. Appendix A ' o ~ : ' )
> ‘ L. . )
The "Trouble Shooting" Checklist (TSC) )
. \ for Higher Educational Based Settings )
. ) - o
(Experimental Form No. 2)
Please rate on a | - 5 scale (as indicated below), how closely.ea’ch item, describes
the * department you a(e rating: . ' o -
v , s ' } . *
5 = very typical .
4 = somewhat typical =
~. - 3 = neither typical nor untypical -
N T 2 = somewhat untypical ‘
’ ‘ \ I = very untypical . ~ “ e e
:I. Any con’facfs with change agents that this depar’rmen’f requesTs will be at ’rhe
- . _ wrong ’hme and/pr for the wrona reasons. .
) . L : ',- -
g O A . ’ .ot r
2, The s+uden+; are in frequent con’racf with one another (e. g., in semanars,\ ,
" in the field, in the learning resource center). S
N . , ,5/\). s .
3. The faculty are concerhed with Increased undersfanding of boTh ’fhemselves \ '
and othersv» - , . b .' g
. “ L s\' .' .‘,\-,\'\ ‘_,_
4. The faculty seem to be' well lnformed abou+ current educa’hona! de\{ lopmen’rs ;,’-_ +
‘ in many: flelds.\ ' _—;;,/;;_N Do
) . ’ e T
5. The department chairperson has suppor’f' from adm!nisfra’rors h}ghef;jp ;,g o R
. the .organizational hierarchy. . v 3 ~/ L RABTUENS
5 * :\' V"’. /‘ ")V ) .
6. *Yndividual members of +he depariment are not In a position 'I'Q remfo&e' o
. \ / c . '../ .C”/‘
éach other. . . . 7 \‘W// A
RS S ot =
- 7. There s tittie real, subsTan‘Hal .communi cation (e. g, evaswe commui'i= /’{}5“\
— . catlons may Inciude remarks about the” financial situation,’ philosophiqa'[“ VPR
™ ‘ 5ases, what is going to be done, etc.). | . \" \ ‘;4\\?&
’ 'The ents are enthusiasticall involved in ’fhe rogram. ., ;) “‘-,v\ i
— SR Y. prog : = &
) "'l ey . Y - ‘:2"-"‘.
9. The facuH'y cannd’r imagine either ’f\v&lves or others In-new roies. Lo " 'jf‘f;},
R A ““."‘ i /“\'{
10. Students' Ideas are ’raken seriously by the faculty. Ty
— - : . : , a0
¢ R T
‘ I1. Frequent contacts have resulted in an Increased rapport bevaeen change agen-]-s »
R and the depar’rmen’r. . . : - v
. v . L AN
- 12, “The 'students do not respect faculty opinion, ‘ . N
. , : R . Y
13, The department has not responded to the one or fwo contacts O’rh’a’r have been’
made by a change agent- o L
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: B NG , ,
o uia Pyéase rafe on~a [ - 7 scale ‘(a5 lndncafed belo W) how close ly each item describes

¢ B
,p-.mk .l ""f',}'e depaﬁmenf you are ra+|_ng-5 . \.‘ . ..,.J( P, S N o ,
oo : K . » N\‘ '“ ks [ <, . BN
S AN R ] B o
o /A'._'.’“‘ A e ,{ . . 5 = vew"wpiCal . '. . : )
’ . : K i i = emid . L . .
AN L el o A 4 7, somewhat typical. , . :
- Vo T L 3% ne'fher typical nor untypical
! R P . 24; somewhaf untypical - : N
o I SN ~very unfypical : - S

RPN

I4 'The faculfy are ref@ecflve and analyflcal about the adOpfnon-tmplemenfaTxon

— Y
;_; ' prOCGSS . . L ¢ ' /e i
"/\/ ' "‘ ‘ ” ‘: :), .
2«15, The faculty are |n¢1fferenf To The |n+erpersonal dynami cs wufhln +he|r depariment.
i ] §6. This deparfmenTYUSes resounée material effectively to develop its own materials.
- / " " ~ H . . ! ‘ »
“ e t Nl Y
17..The'é+uéén+s view their, education only as a mééps to @n end.’ :
4 NN . . s
48; Th;§/depar+men+ has mlnumal awareness about |nnoya¢|on. i?’ ., >
LA b ~. “L‘ IR .
19. Ig,fhe adminisTration can be sold on: an,innoyafrdn, it will Ther be necessarv to .
. ‘conv1nce K doubfing faculfy of the admunlsfraflo hs InTeresT B} -y N
.—"7) . . .---/ ’—_' 3:‘.. . R - RN

20. The Ieadershup in key posifnons deS|res 16 mainta. }éa:gfafus quos

- ; ~L~§3 o A
. ) . # : H Iz ;‘s "..-;:;r, R A
2). The administration i5'f1ex1ble? Y2 A
. ‘ - .l . : Lt ':"“T;:"—"‘.;,\::‘ ;:i,::“ .
Z22. The faculty are inferesfed in teaching students. ARt PN
23. The structure of the orgaana#!on |ncludes reasonably we [4~function® »emmunlca—
+ion channels. . \{,;
. A @ , - .\,/‘:

“

24, There are onjy a few faculfy who are trying to arouse interest in acfual Tr;ul

‘ Tesflng of an innovation. _ *\, . X :ﬁff
P . N o s . ‘_. .‘M
. : '*’r, - -
§ - 25, The departmeh+ lS xnvolved wifh the successful “adoption of ofher,lnnovaflonsf;
‘E 26 The di?ﬂ‘acfs as a hhﬂdrance To adopfion and dlffuswon of innovation. k’?;?t
’ . \ . A
- FAY )
s 27, Thl@ deparfment -has already;}alked ébouf modufying Tes+|ng maferials to ﬁtf Thetr
: . nee?s for pilot +es+;ng \‘{ o . & X
L e \‘l s A D N ,".
. 2& The change agen+ working a;\fhlgkdeparfm@nf is nof In a position of aufhorify
o 29 The %aculfy ére Threafened by new approachess '; . ,
- . ) / " ) \ ‘a 1, .. ’ : 1}
,.* - ; t‘ . ..\-l/ ,-./.. . ‘ gt ?,.3"\}.{'\ .r.- b\-' T \4/ . - .« eu -‘- -
) o R P ' o T r{) " ”
[]sz: R A A L& S ‘ ‘ .
d /,_,. y s dE ’ ; . 5 A ) . o
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Please rate on a | - 5 scale (as indicated below)

the department you are- rating: -«

“= NN &,
n

¥

30, Communications between a change

how closely eac

= very typical

tt n

somewhat typical
neither typical nor untypical
somewhat untypical

very untypical

agent and this department ar priman$ly sociel,

kY

3
:
|
|
l

item describes

rather “than professional. -

-

3], The faculty make much noise about "standards."
32. The department has no recognized leadership. . .

33f:fhe_faculfy exchar.ge ideas with one another.

34. The’dean supperfs the facul?y Kn‘adopfing innovations.

) 35 There is a willingness to initiate needed change rafher than maintain fhe

kS sfafus quo. . .

T - ' ! EH

36, This department feels canforfable’W|+h*regular communicatjon from the beginhning
) of ihe adopflon p rocess.
: { N
37..Many of the facul#w, while, no+ ac&lvely opposed +o ‘innovgtion, will nof e9mm1+
h themse | ves... N

’
t AN
?’

The students fahe')nlflaflve in seeking ou+ challenge.

_;;_.*4rl The dean‘xsfno+—asser+|ve in es?ablishsng-and/or”afta ning. goals.™
____ 42, The sfudenfs‘have é‘high energy level . ‘\ . "
. : o\ . :
_____;_ 43, The s‘ruden‘r\s;~ere passifve. ) ;"\
\ z A
- 44, Commuﬁlcaflon; resul+ fh c0ns+ruc+lve action. ‘ J:lj&/r:;;:yf?
l\ . . i LA g
/L____ 45, There is a smalf group of aeopfers who clearly demonsfrafe;an.abf?ify to e%fee— S
tively communlcdfe with a larger faculty group in order to gain their suppor+

.‘. ' ' A . --,’)‘
) - .

I, 90 . - T




N 60,'There-is mutual trist among members of the faculty.”

¢ T~
.y,
s
< >

Please rate on i!’l - 5 scalé (as indicated betow):, how closely each I teri describes

- the deparfmenf you are rating: ° el t.

= very typical ~. . _.
= somewhat typical *;

= neither typical nor- unfypncal
= somewhat untyplcal

= very untypical

.oa

—

—_ N N WU,

\

46, ‘An innovation already adopted by this department shows promise of be:ng a cafaly-
tic force behind the adoption of future innovations.

47. The depar+men+ cha|rperson is strongly supporrﬂ\e\(e g., through publlc statements,
promotion rewards, provision of resources, etc. ) ‘ .oy

* ?

48, The department chairperson uses many ¢liches (e.g., why change for the sake of
change? *before we buy any program we must establish a_sound philosophical
base, etc.). ' )

49 The department chairperson is concerned with curren+ developmenfs relevant to an
|nnova+|on under consideration for adoption.

50. This department characteristically disqusses plans for research and refinement
when considering any linnovation. '

51. The students qﬁife often succeed in spite of the insfifufional influgnce.
AN . 8

52. The students praise their program for the inferrelafedness of its courses.

53+ Thls depariment shares thelr problems and expeiiences with a change agent.

.54, The deparfmenf chaurperson is concerned with the qua||+y .of Instruction.

55. The-sfudenfs treat each other as equals.

'

56. The f=cu|+y do not have the, knowledge td sysfemaflcally adop+ an |nnova+|on.

57. The s+uden+s are eager to share experlences and Ideas with each d*her.

58. This department may be aVoIdlng con+ac$ with a changS agent consulftng on one
of I1s projects. ) -

59. The deparfmenfal qfforts in seeking out assistance in Implemenfing innovations
have been meager. : : : '

.
e

- . . . - \ N

. ~ RV - ‘

¢ 31 ' _ \

s

-
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Please rate on‘al -5 scale (as indicafed beJow)

N

. .
how closely each item describes

"'¢he depar*menf you are rafing

-

very

A

pica[.’

Tt n

somewh?f typical

. nalthey typical nor untypical®
somewhat untypical

very untypical

3
.
—NwWaWwm

n u u

¢y

61. Some individual faculty members have made much’ progress with respect to an

. changes in their deparfmenf.'

- innoyafion. v D £~
62. Faculty members are either insecure and/or overly profeéff;e of an image.
63. The faculty members are interested in how innovafioh_caq bring about specific

5

64. Emther the department chairperson or dean is#cognizant of currlculum develop-

méht procedures.

»

]

— 65.~IQe ﬁaeulfy seem ready to comhif-%hemselves to adopting innovat;ohs.

____; 66. The facul;y are hiéhly interested in {nﬂovafiohuii ’ /’

__ 67, Communications concerning innopafion have all beeq‘enThUS;aeffc and positive.
___;_ '68. The stidengts are pe'rson.’ally aWare. 3 \J;Q o ' )
____:. 69. The sfudenfs relate persohal problems To :aculiy member;.' |

___ To. The faculty are remofe and/or acfively hosfile.

:_4Lﬂ77|. In the past, the high interest of the faculty has resulfed in eanly plans

* toward pilot’ Tesfing of innovations. “
72, Thebﬂean is unW||}ing to-fight wifh anyone above hlm/her. .

73. An older faculfy discourage younger facuLty “from remaining. «

..-.‘_

'\-

g
74. The faculfy like To think of themselves as Innovaflve because fhey can 0
menflon somé program names..tfp? . ‘ 1

.’13‘ .

-75. The faculfy Iack the abliity To approach a new sifuaflon analyfically.

<4 {

76. There is much reinforcemenf for developmenf and |mplemen+a+|

° novations.

LN

gn of ln-

——

~
w2’
t

.o,
T
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Please rate on a | - 5 scale (as indicated below), how closely each item describes
the department you are rating: X .
very ?ypacal ‘pﬁ

somewhat +yplcal

neither +yp1ca| nor untyplical
somewhat untypical

very -untypical s
77. This depariment has. deve loped' its own producfs and; has |+s own wel |-de-
. fined standards for the acceptance of an lnnovaflon. : -

L

78 The department chalrperson ‘views most change as a personal affront,

[}

it u

[}

_—_ N W,

79. Any material, regarding innovations, made avallable To the depariment,
“will probably remain on the shelf unexamined. ,

°

80. The students are encouraged to develop their own style.

1
~

8l. All of the faculty seem equally involved in increasing the level of use -

‘of previously'adopfed innovations,
, .

) . ot

82, Sooe faculty may already be committed to traditional teaching methods: - -

- < .
Lo’

83. This~depar+men+ seems to resent change agent visits: .
5 - B
84.*Depar+men+al efforts to communicate with change agenfs have nof always

been appropriate. - .o ‘
a . v .

-

85. Contacts with change agenfs have been far enough apart Thaf developmenfa,
. can be evaluatedy s

86. The students are codsfanfl;'exposed to new ideas. ) . -
h ¢ ‘ > ) ¢ ‘
. 87. The department cha?rperson Viewsf%he curricuium as the final word.,
'88. Loeg Iapses dn communication may occur between the ﬁeparfmenf and change
agenfs. -
. N . T - . . . .
- 89. The'supporfers of Innovation have serious communication problems with
<~ the faculfy at large. . ;-

. 4

5

0 There are onIy weak' endorsements instead of real commsfmenfs To any ba- .
sic change within the deparfmenf ) * ¥

:. o]
~—9|.- The deparﬁnenf cHalrperson (or direcf supervisor) ‘Is nbt encouraged in
*hls inferest in 1nnova+|on.




9z,

93.

94,

95.
96.

97.

98.
99.

100,

.. Please rate on a | - 5 scale (as indicated below), how cldsely each item describes
the department you are rating: : :

= verﬁ*yplcal oo

= somewhat typical

neither typical nor untypical
= somewhat untypical *

= very untypical

—_ N WU
n

Personal visits have helped the department and change agenfs establish
common goals.,

¢

Interested faculty members -are in regular communication with change agents.

This department has had the discipline to follow precisely the directions -
of a developer of an innovation until they have mastered basic ﬁkills.

|
' i

Thevfaculfy is highly.involved in developing innovations, ‘

>
a

The students realistically assess their own abilifies and needs, s

The students feel frustrated and disillusioned becsuse of a .lack of "stan-
dards" in their field, ’

The students are.chal lenged by, innovative deve lopments .

-

The faculty are‘inferesfed in teaching tools as:opposed to ideaf.
The sfudenfs are excufed about innovative approaches which comp“imenf

their |nd|V|duaI Ieaqung styles. ¢ \ ) ‘

- ) N .
S
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o
S

~

. e g ‘ ... Scoring . = '
L 1 . N
, ‘ \ ) N \ . =y
Reverse Key Scoring = - .
The item numbers listed below are reverse-keyed and should have ‘their rating
valués changed in the following manner: e )
- . < !
‘e 5 =1 _ .
4=2 e .
3 = 3 (reverse keyed items rated 3, shou!d not
’ - - be changed) '
P 2=4 -
' I =5 : ’ _ .
— 5 .-
For example, if you have marked one of the following ifeﬁs a "I," it should be
changed to a "5" for scoring purposes; if you,heVe ﬁg?ked one of the following
items a "4," it should be changed to a "2" for scoring purposes.
The following items should be reverse-keyed:’ - ‘ ™
| 13 20 30 - 4| 58 73 7 82 © 89 .
6 . IS 24 30 43 59 740 83 90 . T
7 17 26 32 - 48 o2& 15 84 91 .
9 718 28 37. 51 70 78 87 97 s
12 19 29 . 40 56 72 . 719 88 . 99, ’
N
Deriving beal Score ‘ ' R ' . j
After the |+em rafungs have been ch%nged as described above, add up all ratings = 1
to the Ieff of items for the “total score.
Deriving Scale Scores .~ T _ !
The scale names and descripf!ons are as follows: « ' ‘ T
) . ‘. X .
Scale |: Organizaflonal Climate - - ‘ : o
(Items in this scale describe the work climate and organuzaftonal struc-
“ture of both the department and the |nsfl+ufion as -a whole.) .
Scale 11: Organnzafional Staff -

(1+ems in this scale describe m?rsonali+y and leadership sfyles of "JQ‘
faculty and adminusfrafors within the department.) o

Ry




. “ e 3
Scale I11: Communication ’
(Items in-this scale describe communications bo+h wufhln‘fhe department
. and within the institution as a+whole.) | 7~ : 1 -
Scale 1V: Innovative Experience . ., - .
(Items in this scale describe a deparfmenf's experlence wH-h lnnovahons
, and attitudes towards innovation, ) * ., SN .
Scale V: Students ¢ |
(ltems in this scale describe studenf behavuor, afhfudes _,;;?n'd demo= =
"graphic charactecistics.) : .~

l. < .
In order to derive each scale score, add thé ratings of their réspective item,

- R v - A n
* -
- 3

numbers listed below:

Scale 1: 4 20° 31 - 45 S & O
5 . 2 34 47 . 715 L .
s 6 23 39 ., 56 - 8 - - ' ‘
14 28 40 . 64 9l v IR
. Scals tl: 3 " 26 41 60-°. 18 . i o, ec
, 9 32 48 62 + 82 . ' .
15 33 49 . 70 . 87 ' S
22 35 54 . 72 . 99 r .
Scale II1l: | - 19 53 67 : 88 = N
7 © 30 58 83 , 90 _ e
I 36 59 . 84 . 92 ' ' ot
13 44 61 85 93 :
- ' v .'é ° .
. T - SR T ..
Scale IV: 16 27" so . 71 . 19 . ) ‘
. 18 29 63 74 . 8l S B <
24 37 65 76 . 94 . v :
25 46 66 77 95 . ° B
. : T,
Scale V: 2 17 5 68 96 S
8 38 52 69 97. . : : _
10 42 . 55 80 . 98 S :
12 43 .57 86 100 « oY
: , - . .

Q * | . 36 : R




Y

) ) . Py > . .
Interpretation of Test Scores without Using Norms: ° o . ,
— ]

»e

< ’

. . . C gt 3 . .
Since nomms have not yet been deyelgpéb for the higher-educational TSC,

\
¢ k3

. the scoring system outlined above,is, for-the time being, primarily demonstrative.

waever, since the items are both empirically and literature based, they do reveal

] b .
some descriptive information about an institution. ltems which are not reverse-

~ 4

keyed, describe characteristics of}idégl.insfifufions; items which are reverse-keyed
describe .characteristics of institutions which are not likely to succeed in the

adoption/implementation process.

s

Normal |y-keyed items which have received high ratings (ratings of 4 or 5),
. describe i.deal characteristics which can be observed. Conversely; low ratings on
these items would indicate the extent to which the institution falls short of thése )

ideal characteristics. |f the reverse-keyed items are examined, high ratings

(before reverse-keying the items) will be indicative of an institution which has q\

¢haracteristics inhibiting the adopfiéﬁ and implemeptation of innovations., Con-
’ 1

versely, low ratings will describe characferisfics-whiéh would be positively re-
-4 ‘ YN
T F

lated to the successful adoption of innovations. -
*  Items within each scale can be examined In the same manner, for descriptions of

how the institution stands in relation to each of the areas described by the scales.

-
-

\

¢




TOTAL SCORE

.2

‘SCALE SCORES:

SCALE I:

ébALE K
SCALE I11:
SCALE IV:

SCALE V:

Organizational Staff

t4

Commun i cation

—

Innovative Experience

Students

\ !
Scorlng Sheet * e
. : SCALE SCORE"
, SCALE SCORE -
" SCALE SCORE
. SCALE SOORE
SCALE SCORE
- . X
N
[
oo
- l. , ~—
% “ 4
- hd MV
' ;

'Orgahizational Climate

&

34
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Appendix C .

Schoo|-Based TSC Interviewing. Form.-4
. /
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". Ai
| am developlng a, dlagnosflc and preducfive |ns+rumen+ for SChooTs which

focuses oh assessing the Iikellhood of any gi ven school successfully adopting
an innovation,
|

4
’

?he innovation could be any+hing from an entire IGE program

to a single. rﬁsTrucfuonal module used in a reading or math program.

.

N

I am )
assumlng that There are sets of circumstances, ;\\B|+|ons, characTerusTucs, etc.
which exist in order fpr:any“férm of change to take place.

.
.
=

k) N

From the correspon-
dence that | have received in response +6 q simllar instrument | am. developing

< 4
3
L]

which focuses on hlgher educafional institutions, There appears to be a very

1R e . -
RS L2 e
.o I N
<
»

-

marked need for a school—based |ns*rumen+ whuch would assess such a set of
¥ ~-conditions.
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e e h
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e
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-

would like fo-#58K you about what you think are the major characteristics of;

AN
-
-

«

o -

schools which add .and detract from a.school ia.f}s succes$ ful adjustment to change.

system and communjfy

| would like you to think-shout jndividual, ?hools
f

»

<
RaTher Than Jusf asking about the entire pictufe at once,

in relation to the school
I wnII forus\on~one area of the school,envuronmenf at a time,

v .,

-~
.

E

For example, |
w|IT first ask about a srhOOI's communuca+|on system,.and then go on to ask -

s
¥

abou+ wha+ Types of organlzaflonal structures faciljtate The change process and’
SN
whaT‘Types detract From, +he process of change, and SO, on.
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Communications.

\

What kind of communication system would be in operation in a school* which

L

you would consider to be innovative? ,How about a non-innovative school?

Prompting Examples: Are communications usually by word of mouth or memo;

R . u
in the schoolz . AP

.Whafsabou+ af‘noh-innovafiﬁe-sbhools?, 4;&} . o

" who in'ttiates communications; how is important information communi cated--

P ~

through informa! or formal channels; what could be expected of.communication

[

between the particular school and the other parts of the school system--the

central offices, school board, and éUperinféﬁdenf? Coertme e T
’ <
-‘ - ==

S Lo
-

—
v ©

-t '
b

Organizational Structure. )

s ~ o
Tl
How would you describe the organization structure at.innovative schools?

Nes

How about nan-innovative schools? ‘

Prompting Questions: What are unit structures, team structures, and infer-
d M o ‘ -

disciplinary efforts like? Are team ]eaders, subunits and parabrofessionals

characteristic'of this school? - . o

o

Ee 3 .- PR

-’ 7 - H‘ - ' N -

-~

Students. How would you describe students in a school system which was ideal'y
suited for adopting innovaﬁ& - ‘ ‘ ;

. . » \
What about students in schools which are clearly. gon~innovative?.

\

Curriculum Specialists.

,

What would be the characteristics of. ‘curriculum-specialists at innoya*qu

-

-

-~
-

schools. -=both with respect to their personal, chdracterigtics and Théir role._:

¢ . N . 2
. - o -

~ -

. : %

' i ' . 3
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Counselors. C
A S . . L 9 Q‘

What are the counsefors Iike at jnnovative schodls? What is their role o

In the school? . . - ‘
¢ 1

What would fhe counselors be like at non-innovative .schools?
haa S y &

- «

6. Central Offices ' : ‘ g -

~

1

How would you describe the central offices afuénﬁovafive schools? What

e e - o
activities should they focus on, and how would you describe their function

o .

within the school and the school sysjeﬁ? )

How about the central offices in pon-innovative schools?

*

7. lInnovative Experience -~ - -

r

.. What kinds of experiences .do you think innovative schools have had with

/ . “

‘ *  innovations In The,pgé;, and what do you think would be Tﬁe approach an

“innovatlive school would Use in implementing an innovation?

How about a non-innovative Institution? ~ ' p

g7 ,
- LA . . )

8. School/CoﬁmuniTy Relations. ' )/A :

Qhaf kinds of relations would one find between an innovative school and.its

. community? What about a non-innovative school and its community?

”»

Probe: : How well informed is, the community about changes in Theschool‘sysfem?

v

g

‘ N : . ( - - i . . Lt el oaIti
. What are the sources of_ funding for the innovation? How involved |
2 b / o ..
- ~ . CoT et

.commundty in the school sysfém? ' What is the per capita income of_the conuniwy?

W -
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® 9. Work Climate. How would you describe the work climate.in an innovative .
‘ A RN . -
) ) - + <t ‘; - . ' . o R
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Samplé Items (School Based TSC) T~
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A community group exists as a go-between for -the school’sysfem and the community
(e.g., an ombudsman,.assessment ¢ouncil, and/or advisory committee).

Many students at this school are failing.

- o

The curriculum leaders set expectations in both written and orat communicatiions.

The innovations which have beéh‘adopféd by this particular school are similar to

the innovations which have been adopted by the entire district. ‘ /
This drganizafion has suffiéienf personnel, or will be able to acquire sufficient
" personnel for the successful implementation. of innovations.
Board members communicate often with the superintendént. "
ge=
[

The school administrator initiates communications with the change agenf.l

There are intricate requireﬁenfs for the applicasion for funding, which include
specific references +?,procedure§ and evaluation.

-

.

Y
7

. The faculty is unaware of 'the curriculum specialist and his role.

This school .is considering iné%%afions that contain easily alferable‘maferialg
capable of meeting the demands of varied teaching'situations.

.. The research community and" thé school are in eonstant gommunication with one another.

&

Specific problems and needs have been identified by members of this school system.
. The comnunity is high in per capita wealth, caj C

7

Student tardiness is in the range of average or below average in occurrence..
- . fl

J K -

There is a relatively high expenditure per sfudent.

The curriculum speqfalisf is & person who hés béen_spécifical!y trained for Thedjqb:a

LIRS

.~ The students seem to have. .formed strict c1LqJEs.amoﬁg;fhemselvesf
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