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SUMMARY ‘ .

The main plrpose of the present research is to determine how the

four IMPACT innovations (EXPER SIM, Guided Design, TIPS, and Student—tof

Student Counseling) diffuse to university prbfessors.

- Data were gathered®in three phases: (1) a mailed questidnnaire sent

a

to 3,058 requestors of information (as of Ogtobei, 1974) about the four
innovatioﬁs,owhich, with a follow—up;queéfionnéiré and télephong iﬁtervieﬁé,
to a sample of noﬁ—réspondents, aéhiéved thé sample equivaient“of a %

per éent respoﬁse rafe (as explained in Chapter 4 of thisvrepoyt); (2) per-
sonal ahd féiephcne interviews with 142 édogter; (as qf'Mérch, 1975) of the
four innovatibns, including IMPACT prdgréﬁ grantees tas df'Degemﬁer,‘197¢,vv.’
there were 5%_grantees), and both, pre-IMPACT and post—IMPACT“spdntaneous ’
aéépters (as of Mé:ch, 1975, ahefe were 208 spontanéous adopters) and in-
tended adopters (219 intended adoptérs were located by March,:l975); and

"

(3) telephone iﬁterviews with a sample of 52 secondary receivers, who were

told about the four TMPACT iﬁnoVatioﬁs.by the adopters and/or the requestors.

The four main innovations of sgud& are:
i. EXPER SIM, a system for teaching résearch design through computer
simulation, developed by Dr. Dana Main;mbepartment of Psychology, University

of Michigar.-

E

2, quided Design, a teaching method combining'ﬁfinciples of "programmed

~ instruction with open-ended problem-solving, developed b¥ Dr. Charles E. Wales,

r

Director. of Freshman Engineering, West Virginia University.

3. TIPS, a diagnostic tool to individualize instruction in the large
. A ’ ‘ o 5
class, developed by Dr. Allen C. Kelley, Department of Economics, Duke

University.

3
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4. Student-to-Student Counseling, a systematic anproach*to training

ot

'

students as academic counselors, developed by Dr. William F. Brown, Depart-

L)

ment of Education, Southwest Texas State University. ° .

<

The IMPACT ﬁrogram was publicly launched by the Exxon ngduéation Foun-
dation in November, 1973, to promote these four innovations'to-professors
and counselors in‘U S. .universities Actually, 819 individuals (25 per cent
of the 3, 325 responding requests who were aware of the four IMPACT innova—
tions during ‘the first yearlof the IMPACT program) had been made aWare prior
(by.activities”of inventors and sub-inventors) to the.first mass mailing
of the IMPACT brochure. B L

fhe nunber of requests and the number of grant proposals'subnitted de-
creased during the later months of the IMPACT program in 1975 but the total
number of requests (4,097 as of October 30, 1974) and grant applications
(524 as of the thitd roundnof application in February,.l975{ is nevertheless

impressive. The effect of the IMPACT program is also evidenced by the fact

that{the number of post-IMPACT (that is, after the publc ieunching of the

» : IMPACT program in November, 1973) spontaneousoadopters (N=178) is greater

&

than the number'of~pre-IMPACT (that;is, prior to November, 1973) spontaneous

adopters (N=30), as of March, 1975.

Our main findings are as follows: .o : .

1. The~most’frequently-mentioned source/channel of information about

- the four IMPACT innovations was the IMPACT brochures from the ExXon Education

Foundation, mentioned by 54 ‘per. cent of the respondiug requests.




" innovation-decisions. o ‘ : 3

" innovations, those ideas are mainly adopted with little or a0 expansion and/or

. re-invention. 7

Y - ~iii-

2. The typical respopding request talked with 0.92 others (secondary "

receivers) about an IMPACT innovation. About 49 per cent of all requests

»
&

talked to at least one secondary receiver. Secondary diffusion mostly con-—

sists of information exchange about the IMPACT innovations, rathsr than_ in--

fluence flocw or persuasion. : - ) .

3. The typical ‘secondary receiver talked to 1.55 tértiary receivers

about the IMPACT innovatibns. N

4. The most important reasons for non-adoption by ~he requests, they

i,

reported, are.the unavailability of (1) funds to adopt, (2) time., and

¢3) specially-trained personnel, such as computer pro,. .”1rs.

5. ‘ihe"computer—dependencé of EXPER SIM and TIPS may be a retarding
influence on their rate of adoption, but our evidggce on this point is ;ot
very strong.

6. Most of the addptionfdecisionsnfor the fout IMPACT innovations méy .

be collective (rather than individual-optional) in nature, involving col-

leagues, administrators, and inventors/sub-inventors. Administrators'

o
.

support for the IMPACT innovations is. a rather strong influence on adopters'

- o

7. Despite considerable modification by adopters- in -he format, pre-

sentation, "computer progrﬁms, and illustratiﬁe materials for the four IMPACT

°

8.~ Certé@n of the modifications in the four IMPACT innovations are

caused by their adoption by individuals in different disciplineé than those

of the inventors.

- 9




9. The natufe of the ipnovation; as well as the policy of the in-

ventor, are factors in determining the degree to which modification, ex-

pansion, and/or re-invention of the 1nnovat10n OCCurs.'

<

10. Adopters are less likely to request 1nformation for more than one,

-

of the four IMPACT innovations than are other- requestors.
11. RequeStors tend to be in the same discipline as the inventors for

each of the IMPACT innovations, but many requestors are not.

‘
.

12. Teaching faculty ﬁhe,request information about the IMPACT inno-

*
vations are about as likely to adopt as are administrators.

13. Adopters tend to be‘'at universities with larger student enroliments

o
-

than are other requests. Spontaneous adopters tend to be emplbyed at uni-
~versities with larger student enrollments than are grantee-adopters.

- { .
14. Adopters and -non-adopters do not differ much on perceptions of

v
[

the importance of téaching in their institutions' reward systems.

15. Gourman scores on academic quality of the institution are higher
o \ . .

for adopters than for non-adopters of the three IMPACT teaching innovations,

©

but the regerse,is true for Student~to-Student Counseling.
Y€ >
16. Applicants awarded IMPACT grants are distinctive from non-grantee
applicants in that they are more likely to be teaching feculty or counselors

at larger-sized iInstitutions, and in other respects.

e .. .

17. The consequences of the four IMPACT innovations are“generally
perceived by adopters and their students as favorable, and are evaluated as

advantageous when cohpared to traditional apprqaehes to teaehing/counseling
in field experiments. )
18. The perceived relative advantage of the four IMPACT innovations

»

is positively related to their rate of adoption. -
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19.v The college professor's need to perfdim as a lecturer is nega-
tively related ﬁo the rate of adoption of ‘the three teaching innovations.
20. An innovation's degree of compatibility with existfbg values,

felt needs, and past experience is not strongly related to the innovation's

. e

rate of adoption.

21. Complexity has not importantly affectedithe rate of adoption of
, a 2 _ _ 7 ’

- the four IMPACT innovations. )

.

22. Partial adoption of the IMPACT innovations is very common, sug-

-5 -

gesting thaf theig)téialabilit& may be reiated to their‘rate of adoption.
23. Obser;ability is positively related to the rate of adoption of
the four ‘IMPACT 1nnovatic;ns. .
24, AlmosF n; one has discontindéd using one of ‘the IMPACT innovations,
and most adopters perceive fheir innovation quite favorably. However, only
a few months or years of experience wiéh one of the innévations has beén

éainéd thus far by the adopters. . . ‘ . .
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RECOMMENDATIONS «FOR ACTION -

Seven‘suégéstions are offered on the basis of the present research

findings.

1. That ways be explored to overcome the constraints to adoption caused

by the lack of (1) computer language ability, and (2) computer cof-

3

patibility.
(1) Proﬁide a list of the present adopters of EXPER' SIM and TIPé,
indicating computer model and language, nature of the course in

which,the‘innovation is used, and class enrollment. This kist

might be included in the IMPAGT brochure.and/or in the inventors'

‘mailings to requestors.
(2) Provide training workshops for the cémputer programmers who will

assist the adqpters in implementing the IMPACT innovations.

- ¢ *  (a) Provide_ funds to inventors and other adopters to give’direct

technical assistance fo the computer prdgrammers of potential

adopters (something like this appreach is being:followed by

Duke Unive;sity personnel for TIPS adopters) .
L2, That the Exxon Education’ Foundation congider'approaches to broadening

the variety of academic disciplines presently interested in the three

- d (&3
S ‘teaching-innovations. o

o

(1) Provide lists to all reqpestorsrof the actual teaching materials

. (for example,-the EXPER SIM models, TIPS exams, Guided Design
projects, etc.). TThis approach would broaden and"diversify the
"invisisble college" of individuals who tend to monopolize the,

information about the four innovations at presént, and it would

.
o Ll

bt a

*Since the present report was drafted,”one such list was prepared in
October, 1975 by the Center for Research on Learning and Teaching at the’ :
University of Michigan, which indicates that EXPER SIM is being used by 76
individuals at 30 institutions or regional computing service centers on 20
different computers. , o h .

!
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B Dact to de-emphasize the central role of the inventor by prov1d1ng -

wider access- to information. about ‘the four innovations.

(2) To consider additional funding‘to present grantees and spentaneous

adopters for the production of films, videotapes, filmstrip pre-

sentatlons, etc, about their experience with the four 1nnovations,

g0 as to diffuse further information about the IMPACT innovations.

(3). To consider funding or otherwise encouraging grantees and spon—

.

taneous adopters to provide training workshops and other assistance

to potential adopters. This approach seeks to capitalize on the high-,

credibility usually accorded to the satisfied adopter of an innovation. -

To obtain and disseminate accurate data about the relative effectiveness

-

& .
.

of each of the four IMPACT innoyvations.

(1) To provide funds and encouragement to present adopters for evalu-

.

ation studiés of the effectiveness of each of the four innovations,

in comparison with alternative teach1ng/counseling methods.. Many

>

such studies are already-underway. ‘

0.
(2) To provide guidelines and technical assistance (perhaps from ‘ax-
perts on evaluation) .in order to improve the design and conduct of

, such field experiments.

To expand the number of grants presently awarded for each innovation.

(1) 7o consider giving smaller grants, perhaps ranging down to $1, 000
to $2,000 ‘to -certain individuals for adopting one of the
MPACT innovations. ) b 3 L )
(2) o) explore and make available information on other funding sources - -

Lhan the Exxon Education Foundation to potential adopters. .

2 N

To greatly increase the number of workshop attendees, either through

. .

AN
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. 7.

" holding 13rger—sized workshops and)orgoffering more workshbpsqv.

vations by computer consortia and/or netwerks.

-~ . - i . ~
.

o

(1) * To consider invitiﬁg,noﬁ—épplicanﬁé to workshpps.

‘To especially éiicourage the adoption of the two computer-related inno-

- P .

To vary the length of the workshops, deécnding un the nature of the

a2

teaching/learning situation, the innovation, thé number of trainees,‘

etc. '

-
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR' FUTURE RESEARCH
%,"J . .
j = . .

/ . -
- The/present report was written in order to present our research find-

ings tofdate and to specify priorities for futuretanalysis. Following are

some of the research questions which we feel should be pursued with the
A &

. data already at hand, or that could be gathered in the near future.
-

- "#1 . How do the present IMPACT grantees, the spontanecus adopters,

and/the requestors diffuse the four innovations among their peers so as to .
/ o ) P .

v

‘create a corps of seconddry receivers, .and with what effect?
‘ !

&

/ How many of-the apgroximateiy 3,392 secondary receivers (estimated at

i il o

'/hresent) will adopt one or more of the.four IMPACT innovations during
/1975—76? To what extent do‘these peer—to—peer dyads invoiuing secondary
"/ receivers break outside of disciplinary-bdsed boundaries? Of universit;
/ boundariesé Do the secondary receivers further diffuse the four IMPACT"
/" innovations to "tertiary receivers '? o

Our small pilot study of 52 secondary receivers in Phase III of the

[y
~r

present study suggests that much could be learnedyabout’thenin-process
aspects »f diffusion ¢9) by gathering data from a larger sample of secon-
" * dary receivers so as to obtain a more adequate knowledge base, and (2) over

a longer time period, when more secondary (and tertiary) diffusion will

~ have occurred.

#2. What future adoption, and perhaps discontinuance, will oécur'

among the 3,058 individuals who are presently requestors, grantees, and

-

spontaneous adopters?

This issue calls for monitqring and further investigation of the

11

Q o
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"

in-process diffusion of the four IMPACT innovations among the respondents K

" from*whom data were originally gathered in 1974-75. How are the innovations
7

‘further modified as"they diffuse to others? How muéh discontinuance, or

modification, occurs when the original grant period is completed?
#3. What is the comparative natﬁre of the diffusion of possible

further IMPACT innovations that may be selected?

L)

1f two Additionalyinnovations are included in the IMPACT program inc
the near future, how do their perceived characteristics*éffectutheir dif-
fusion? ?his research might ébbroach a field experimental desién to ﬁhe
extent that the additional innovipions differ from EXPER SIM, Guided Design,
TiPS, and Student-to-Student Counseling in'such matt;rs as their computer-
dependence, the degree of_ﬁerceived need by potential adoptefs that they
promise to meet, etc., and the various combinations of these above factors.

#4. What is the nature of local networks that seem to affect the
diffusion of the four IMPACT innovations? |

Our past year's research suggests’;he importance'(l) of regional net-
w;rks (such as the che@istry professors in tﬁe Wisconsin state umiversity
system who‘have,adopted ChenﬂIPS), (2) of within~university networks (such
as at Wes;,VirgiﬁiadUniveréity for Ggided Designs, and (3) of within-depart-
ment.netﬁorks of colleagues (such as at the University of Louisville Depart-
ment of Psychology, where several faculty members have adopted EXPER SiM).
A small number of such locally-based networks might be selected for iaten-
sive study. Essentially, this research approach is a "micro-~level" study
of diffusion, which.would hopefully supplement and extend our present

"macro—level"understandings abogtAdiffusion. Ultimately, such micro-studies

of local networks might yield data that would allow predicting (with some

12
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degree of accuracy) thc communiication channels through which an educational
innovation would flow from one faculty member or administrator to another,

and with what effect.

#5. What is the relative effectiveness of various strategies for
diffusing education innovations?

The IMPACT program approach might be compared with an analysis of

A\

altémmative strategies, such as (1) a,law—cost; need--based informafrion sys-

. 1,

. - ) \ . -
tem like NEXUS, a project of the American Association for Higher, Education

)J
funded by a grant from the Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Educa- '
tion, and (2) a computér—centered dissemiﬁation'network like CONDUIT, a
National Science Foundation-sponsored organization of eight universities that

. 4 "
is currently engaged in exchanging computer-based instructional materials.

With their permission, these, and ﬁerhaps other alternative systems, might

be studied as to who_ they service and with what effects. The intent would -

= ' be to identify particularly useful diffusion strategies, and, in a larger )

TR ¥

v - ' ~ e
sense, to better understand.the process of diffusion of educatiehal inno-
- L - . _:/' '
. vations among university professors. el
) i ‘
. 8,
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

THE RESEARCH PROBLEM.

There is much concern today about how American universities are

responding to the need for change in teaching and learning procedures, as

«

a result of such environmental alterations .as rising costs, more limited

~resources, changing student needs and interests, and the growing concern

with accountability. Technological and social innovations in university
£
teaching are available, and are constantly being invented and developed,

N

but their diffusion and adoption by university faculty members has not yet

been investigated in an adeqdate manner in past research. These attempts -

-

to improve university instructional programs and activities are hampered -by
- - @

lack of a solid basis of understanding of how innovation occurs in the U.S.

university. In some respects we know much more about- how such change happens

among péasants in developing countries than amOng professors.

At the heart of such change are educational innovatiois; and we argue,

that there isfconsidetable intellectual and pragmatic profit: in studying how -

four selected innovations_diffuse amoné university p?ofessors. An innovation '

is defined as an idea, practice, or product perceived as new by the,individual
or some other adoptingwunit* (Rogers andvsnoe-akar, 1§7i). The four IMPACT
innovations selected for study in tne present research project constitute

a set of "tracers" which are now in the process of diffusion. Thd érimary

focus on these four innovations provides us with a specific type of data

about the process of change in highqg.education.

*This definition, and all others found on later pages of the present
report, are listed in Appendix A.

17 ..
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e L ,
over 2,700 piblications today.* This framework is described in Chapter 2 of

~ the pfesent-report. Several hundred of these inquiries have been  concerned ®

n

Considerable resources have been invested in educational R & D by

: : : ®

the ‘Exxon Education Foundation, the Natiénal Science Foundation, the Ford

Foundation, the U.3. Officé of Education, the National Institute for Educa- .

ticn, and others, in order to produce .research results in the form of inno- . -
. . - ' © - ) .
vations with potential use to university faculty. But very little is pre- g

sently known about how such research is utilized, about how such research-
based innovations diffuse to university professors and are adopted by them.
Such understanding should be of gréat importance to policy-makers in the

field of higher education.

The theoretical framéwork brought to Bear in the present investigation ®

is that of the diffusion of innovations, a fiel& of research represented by

with edgcational innovations, but in almost all casés the data were obtained

at the elementary or secondary school level. Almost no diffusion research has

-]

been completed to date at the university level.*#* ®

.Fbrtunately, during the time that the present research was conducted, the T
, . R , .

four IMPACT.innovations, growing out\pf previous R & D grénts by the Exxon
’ . . .

Edu(;fation F‘oundbatibn,‘were diffusing from their originators (in all four cases, ' ®

a particular university professor) to several thousand faculty members. The

4

*Tﬁese studies are synthesized, and the theoretical framework underlying ®
them is described, in Rogers with Shoemaker (1971). The 2,700 diffusion publi-
cations are listed in a bibliography by Rogers and Thomas (1973). '

**One of the few such diffusion studies is Evans' (1968) investigation of
the diffusion of instructional television among university professors.

X




fact that this diffusion process was underway during our study is a special "

a

- research advantage, in that data could be gathered about "d1if fusion-in-

process,' an opportunity that has not been grasped inﬁprevious diffusion “

researqhes (which are thus post hoc studies of how diffusion occurred in
Y .

E

the recallable past).

~

- N e
& .

The Exxon'Education_Foundatidn is actively assistiﬁg the diffusion\bf\\

the four IMPACT innovations, andathgse diffusion activities (such as the distri-

PO 4

<o

bution of the IMPACT brochure packet, the training seminars for potential gran—

tees for each of the four innovations, and the grants to selected adopters)

also facilitate the present investigation in that the research almost represents

a kind of field ekﬁerimental situation in which various réward systehs and

. ) P :
strategies can be studied to determine their relative effectiveness in af-
fectihg the rate of diffusion. Close collaboration with“the Exxon Education

Foundation has been possible throughout the conduct qf the present study.

Such an opportunity as that represented by the present investigation has

rarely been captured in previous diffusion research. . . A .

. -

> . . . ) ?
IMPACT innovations diffuse to university professors, and are adopted by them.

The research results should be of use not only to the Exxon Education Founda-

.tion, in guiding its future policy dééisions about gducational'innpvation at-
the university level, but also more generally to those inFerested in educa-
tional change, and to those scholars and policy—mékers concerned with the
diffusion of innovations within organizational structures. Thus we see the

M 24

o . N , .
four innovations as somewhat representative "tracers'", whose diffusion in the,

university illuminates the nature of the change process.

ERIC 19
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The present study was directed toward providing answers to eight

main research questions:  : ’

1. What communication channels are most important at the .aware-

ness-knowledge, persuasion, and decision stage in the inmovation-~

N decision process for university professors?

. Specifically, what role do various promotionél activities by tﬁe
Eix6n=EducaF10n Foundatign, and by the four inventors, play in
- diffusion? Examples are the IMPACT meilings of the brochure/
portfdlio, the grantee trainingbfeminars, the advertisements in
Changeqand pther mégazines,.zhe inventors! published papers and
articles, their preéentations at professional meetings, and inter-
personal communication among peers.

o
Gl

2. How do the IMPACT grantees, spontaneous adopters, and requestors

communicate the four innovations through a secondary diffusion to

»

their peers?

P

What are the boundaries (and diffusion patterns) of the "invisible

- 4 .

colleges" involved. in this diffusion? For instance, is a grantee

- -

at a prestigious university more influential in the innovation-

2

decisdons of faculty.ét universities of similar prestige, or of

less prestige? 1Is the grantee'br spontaneous adopter at’ a given

o~

university especially infiuential for faculty at other universi-
ties of about the same size, or located in the same state? If

the inventor of an IMPACT innovation is a psychologist, does the

&

innovation tend to be adopted most rapidly by other psychologists?

”




- such differences affect the rate of diffusion?

after their adoption by grantees and by spontaneous edoptere?

1-5

.

-

L &
¢

What are the most important resistances and barriers to the

'diffueion~andladoption of the foutr innovations? ’ .
For inste;ce; hbw-cruciai is.compdter_mgke, model, and size
in the university-to-ﬁeivereity dif fusion of the two IMPACT
innovations that require compﬁter use? How importa;t ie the’
collective nature of iﬁﬁovation*decisions in slowing the adop-
tion and the diffueion of teaching innovations?

.

To what extent are the four innovations modified (such as being

simplified or changed completely) in the process of their dif-

fusion and implementation?

How much, i1f at all, are the four innovations "re-invented" by

adopters?

-

What are the characteristics and motivations of the IMPACT re-

questors, applicants, grantees, and spontaneous adopters?

-..

How do these.categbries differ from each other, and how do
| ' 13

What are the consequences and effects of the four innovations

i

o

How are the innovation's advantages and disadvantages perceived

by the adopter, his/her students, his/her peers, and by;hie/heg

administrators?

-

How are the four innovations perceived by faéulty members, stu-—

dents, and administrators, and how do these perceived attributes !

of the innovations (such as their relative advantage over

<




existing practice, complexity, etc.) affect their rate of

‘ adoption?

<

-

8. What diffusion strategies (for example, financial incentives for
-y - ) L4 *

adoption, or a special message aimed at a paﬁt}cular audience)

might be tested in field experiments to alter the rate of diffusion .

of the four innovations? 4

The "answers to these eight.research questions shall constitute our

¢
«

présent Chapter 5.

-

“

OVEﬁVIEW OF THE PRESENT'kESEARCH PROCEDURES

o

Here we describe briefly.the main data-gathering phases -<in the present

prbject (Table 1-1). These phases are then detailed later in our Chapter 4.

’

Phase #1: Mailed Questionnaire to Requestors

A mailed questionnaire was sent in November, 1574 to the 2,921 individuals .
(137 other requestors had already been interviewed) who had contaétedithe
inventors of the foufninnovations to Eequest infofmag;on about the four IMPACT
iﬁnovations. The identity of these individuals was ébtained from the files
of the four‘invehtors,»and the Exxon Eduéation Foundation. A ?olléw—up letter

was sent in January; 1975 to the 1,026 non-respondents in the first wave

- -

questionnaire mailing; the two mailings achieved a response rate of about 72
per cent. Then we telephone-interviewed a 10 per cent sample of the 600 non-

respondents to the mailed questionnaire, so as to eventually obtain a total

22




Table‘l—l. Summary of Data-Gathering at the Three
: Stages of the Present Project.

Requests
Method ‘ ‘ . ‘Made by the ‘Time of
; of Data~- Intended Intended Data-
Phase Gathering Respondents Respondents Gathering
#1 Two waves of . 2,921 % ‘ 3,960 %% November, 1974;
mailed question- IMPACT ) January, 1975
naires, and-: requestors ‘ - and
follow-up , February, 1975 .
telephone: ’ < ’ . -
interviews with , '
a sample of non- . s o
respondents
#2 Personal &nd 263 adopters - - October, 1974
telephone inter- (55 May, 1974 to
views with and October, 1974 » February, 1975
i adopters grantees; and - .
208 spontaneous
adopters) 1
#3 Telephone 52 secondary - April, 1975
interviews receiver-requestor :
dyads

‘ *These 2,921 requestors do not include the 137 requestors who had been
personally interviewed. :

**%The difference between the two figures of 2,921 and 3,960 is due to the
fact that some of the requestors had requested more than one innovation. Both
- multiple and single requests made by the requestors were used as the unit of
~analysis throughout the report. ’

A}




equivalent* response rate of 94‘per cent (2,872 of the 3,058 reduestors).

> 3

The 186 ”non-réqundents" included 106 unusable questionnaires, and 80

requestors who could not be reached by repeated telephone calls.

"J.
Y

Phase #2: Personal Interviews with'Adbpters

.

-
-

-

We interviewed either personally or by telephone all of the 55 grantees

who were awarded grants in May, 1974 and in October, 1974; and a sample of

65 of the 208 spontanecus adopters, including pre-IMPACT (N=29) and post-
/ p i
. IMPACT (N=36) spontaneous adopters. 0

Phase #3: Interviews with, Secondary Receivers

Data were gathered in April, 1975 from a sample of the 52 "secondary

o
receiver-requestor dyads' who were told about the-four IMPACT innovatiqns by

thé'adopters and/or the requestors,- to determine the nature of ,the secdndary

diffusion process. ’

*

*As is explained in Chapter 4, the 52 respondents in the 10 per cent
telephone sample were each weighted by a factor of 10 to yield 520 "respondents."

’
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Chapter 2

,

)

MAIN ELEMENTS IN THE DIFFUSTON OF INNOVATIONS

-

. s o8 -
)

.

“

The purpose of this chapter is to briefly summarize the four main
elements ‘in the diffusion of innovationms, fhe theoretical framework that . -
guided the present 1nvestigation of the four IMPACT innovations. This

e framework has come to be called the "classical difgusion model"; a detailed
- - * - - ’

statement 1s provided by Rogers &ith Shoemaker (192}), which wesummarizF e
here. Certain modifications must be made in this model to suit it to the K

‘particular conditions of the diffusion of the: four IMPACT innovations among

- . . - _ ‘.', " :
university professors in the United States. ' %'g.

‘-

The study of the diffusion of new ideas began in the late 1930%s when

sociologists investigated the spread of hybrid seed corn from agricultural

”

scientists to Iowa farmers. Today,-2,700 research publications later, we

-

understand a greét deal more about the way in which new ideas spread among

such varied audiences as medical doctors, Colombian peasants, suburban

housewives, inddstrial‘plant managers, and Australian aborigines.

Central to the investigation of diffusion are four key elements:

(1) an inmnovation, (2) communicated via certain‘channeis, (3) to members of

4
'a gocial system, (4) who adopt it over a period of time.

[y

THE INNOVATION

An innovation is an idea, practice, or object perceived as new by an

, individual or some other adopting unit (Rogers with Shoemaker, 1971).

4]
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It matters little, as far as human behavior is concerned, whether or
not an idea is "objectively" new as measured by the lapse of time since

Vs

_//‘ . dts first usévor-discovery. The. perceived newness of the jdea for the
- , e

individual determines his/her reaction to it. If the idea seems new and

different to the individﬁal, it is an innovation.
s :

Newness in aqlinnéyation need not jugt involve new knowledge. Srme-
one may have kmown about an‘innovatio; forlsoﬁé time, put nhat yet developed
a favorable or unfavorable attitude toward if, nor have adoptea or rejécted
it. Thg "newﬁess" éspect of an innovation may be defined in terms of

knowledge, attitude, or a decision to adopt.

To assume that all innovations are equivalent units of analysis’is
a gross over-simplification. An educational innovation like modern math
may take only five or six yearsvto’COmpletely diffuse among public schools,
inle anothe;'innovation like team teaching may require several decadashﬁo
reach widespread use. An innovation's characteristics as perceived by its
potential usérs will affect its rate of adoption. Five attributes fréquent}y

-, -

studied are: (1) relative advantgge, the degree tq;vhich,an innovation is

T, * perceived to be superior to the existing practice that it supercedes,

, ‘ ~
B

‘ (2) pompatibili%y, the degree to which ‘an innovation is perceived as ¢on-

°

Qistent'with the existing values, felt needs, and past experience of the

indiyiﬂual, (§f7cogglexitz, the degree to which an innovation is per-
ééived as. relatively difficult to adopt and requiring some special

-.8kills and facilities for adoption, (4) trialability, the degree to '. .

P— _N\J, .
which an innovation may be experimented with on a limited basis,

[a}
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" receiver determines the conditions under which a sourte will or will not cell

2-3

apd‘(SY observability, the degree to which the results of, an innovation

N :

are visible to others. These are not the dnly qualities of ra innovation

which affect its rate of adoption, but past research indicates they are,
the mqst‘important; 

”

- COMMUNICATION CHANNELS

@
¢ t

Communication is the process by which messages are transmitted from

"a gsource to a receiver, with the intent to affect the receiver's behavior.

’

A communication channel is the means by'which the message gets from the‘

- "

source to the receiver. ‘ . . s

t

o - | ) - . .
The essence of the diffusion process is the interaction by which one

person commﬁnicates a new idea to one or several other pefsons.ﬂ At its .
%ost elementary form, thé process involves- (1) a new‘idea, (2) an individuel
who knows about the innovation, (3) another individual who does notnyet

know about it, and (4) a communication channel connecting the two indivi-

~

duals. The nature of the social relationship between the source and the =

o

the receiver about the innovation, and further, it influences the effect of

‘the telling.
The commhnica;ion channel by which the new idea reachés the receiver
14
affécts his decision to adopt or reject the innovation. The source usually
chooses thé communicaiipn chaﬁnel for an innovation on the basisfof which

o -

channel will be most effective in: reaching his audience. 1f hu/she simply

L)

wishes to inform receivers about the innovation, mass media channels are

often most rapid and efficient, especially for a lérge audience. . If, on the _

[y




)

/ tween two or more individuals. L

other hand, the source wishes to persuade the receiver to form a favorable

«

attitude toward the innovation, an interpersonal channel is more likely to Cod

be effective. Interpersonal channels involve a face-to-face exchange be-

ol

The source, then, ron the basis of thesé Previous research findiqgs,

should choose between mass media and interpersonal channels ‘on the basis of

the receiver's stage in the innovation-decision process.

OVER TIME

Time is one 'of the most important considerations in the proceés of

diffusion. The time dimension is involved in the innovation-decision pro-

cess, in the relative innovativeness of thé]individual, and in the‘innovam

tion's rate of adoption in the social ‘system.
: -0

The Innovation-Decision Process ' S

. ' ) %
¢ . 3 N .
. . 1

The innovation-decision process is the mental process through which \

an individual progresses from initiél awareness\of an innovation to a de- K_\\
cision to adoptior reject; and finally to confirmation of this decision. N
We conceptualize four main functions in the process: (1) knowledge, 8 \.
(2) persuasioh'(attitude formation and‘chanée), (3) decision (adoption or
rejection), and (4) confirmation. T%ese stages usually, but not always,

occur in this sequence (Figure 2-1).

The innovation-decision process can take a negative turn; that is, the

final decision can be to reject rather than to‘adopt the innovation. Also,

another decision can be made after the adoption decision to discontinue use

28
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"of the innovation. The last step in the process is confirmation,.rhe

stage at which the recelver seeks reinforcement for the adoptioﬁ or re;
jection decision he h7§ made. ‘Occasionally contradictory messages about tﬁe
innovation reach‘thef;eceiver, leading to discontinuance after prier adop~

S o )
tion, or to adoption/ after previous rejection.

I %ovativeness“and Adopter Categories

Innovativenegs is the degree to which an individuel is relatively

earlier in adoptipg new ideas than other members of his/her social system
- (Rogers with Shd‘maker, 1971). The five adopter categories are: (1 inno-

vators, (2) earL@ adopters, (3) early majority, (4) late maJorlty, and
i
(5) laggards. . It is often useful to refer to a partlcular individual as

-

being in one of?the five adopter categories, for diffusion research shows

that members of each adopter category have a great deal in common. 1If a

mreceiver is like most others in the late majority category, he/she is below-
average’ in sociaL status,. has little use of mass media channels,, and receives

.

most of. hie/herxnew ideas from peers via interpersonal channels. In contrast, ”

N

innovators usually travel widely, possess slack resources, and enJoy trying

\

out new ideas.

Obviously, fhe measure of innovativeness and the classificarion of the
system's members iﬂ;o adopter categories are based upon the relative time

at which an innovation'is.adopted.
Rate of Adoption

Y

A third way that the time dimension relates to diffusion involves an

30 ' ’
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innovation's rate-of adoption, the relative speed with which it is adopted

by members of a social system. This rate is usually measured by the time:

% - e

requiréd for a certain percentage of the system members to adopt an’ inno-

.~

vation, so the adoption rate is measured for an ilnnovation or a system rather

'

‘than an individual. Innovations that are perceived by receivers. as having - <

o

‘Hifferent social 'systems. A social system is a group of individuals, or

'in a university, or members of an aborigine tribe. All -members cooperate

greater relative advantage, compatibilitﬁ;ﬁetc. usually have a faster rate

of adoption than others (Figure 2-2).

TO MEMBERS OF A SOCIAL SYSTEM

[

Adoption rates are often d1fferent for the same innovatlon in

»

units, who ;re functionally‘differentiatéd and engaged in collective problem-
séi&ing with féépect to a common goal. The members of a social system may
be individuals, informal groups, complex organizatloné, or sub—qutems.
The social system analyzed in a difquion study may consist of all the
peasants in a_Latin Ameridan village, farmers of an Ohio county, professors

_ ‘ ‘ ® .
to the extent of seeking to solve a common problem or reach a mutual goal, -

and this sharing of an objective helps bind the.system together.

The social system is important, as its structure affects the innova-
tion's diffusion patterns in several ways. Here we will discuss how the
social structure affects diffusion, the roles of opinion leaders and

change égeﬁts, and, finally, types of innovation-decisions.

- 31
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I. Perceived Attributes of the Innovation

l.;Relative advantége

2. Compatibility

3. Complexity : : *‘}
4. Trialability B :
5. Observability ’ \‘\ ' |

~
~

IT. . Type of Innovation-Decision

. 1. Optional' ; > Rate of Adoption of the
. ) S Four IMPACT Innovations
2. Colleétive i L :

-

III. System Norms y
: /
For example, the individual's
perception of the reward system
of his institution for teaching/
counseling vs. research and
publication. = - =

Figure 2-2, Paradigm of Variables Related to the Rate of
Adoption of the Four IMPACT Innovationms.
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Opinion Leaders and Change Agents

€

Very often the most innovative member of a system is perceived as é
devianr from the social system, and’he/she is accorded a somewhat dubious
ststus and low credibility. His/her role in diffusion, especially in per-—
suading others of the 1nnovarioﬂ, is therefore likely to be limited. On
*the'other hand, there are\members of the system who function in the role
of opinioh_leader? providing others in the system with 1nformar%on and ad-

vice about Innovations.

Opinion leadership is the ability to informally influence attitudes
‘and/or overt behavior of others in a desired way~with relat;ve'frequency.
Thus it is a type of informal leadership, réther than a function of the

_‘individual's formal position or status in the system.

. Opinion leaders are usually members of the socisl sysrem which they ’
influence. In some instances, 1ndividsals with influence in the social

: system are professionals who represent external change agencies: A change
agent is a profess}onal who 1nfluences innovation-decisions of individuals

in a direction deemed,desiraﬁle by a change agsnsy. He/she usually seeks

to have new ideas adopted, but he/she may alss attempt to sloﬁ down diffusion
and prevent the adoption of undesirable innovations. Change'agcﬁts often use
opinion leaders in a social system to prime the pump of planned change. There
is research evidence that opinion leaders can be "worn out'" by change agents
who over-use them. Opinion leaders may be perceived by their peers as too
much like the change agents, and thus lose credibility Qith their former

i

followers.

33




Types of Innovation-Decisions:

The social system has yet another important kind of influence on
the diffusion of new ideas. The adoption or rejection of innovations
by iandividual members of a social svstem ﬁay be influenced to some degree

by the system. The relationShips between the social system and the deci-

sion tovadbpt an innovation may be categorized in three ways.

. 1. Optional innovation-decisions are made by a; indivigualvté—
gardless of the décisions'o} other members 6f fhe system.
Even in tﬂis‘case,'the’individual's decision is undoubtedly
influenced by the ﬁorms of his social system and by his need
to qonform’to group pressures. The dec@sion of an individﬁal
to Qegin wearing contact lenses instead of ;ye‘glasses, an
Towa farmer's decision to adopt hybrid corn, and the adoption
of coptraceptive pills are examples ofhoptional décisions.

. Some of the decisions to adopt the four 1MPACT inndvétions_
that we report in the present publication are optional in
nature, made by the ind;vidual professor or counéelor, but

W

most are not.

2. ' Collective innovation-decisions. are made by consensus among

.individuals in the social system. All must conform to the
systeﬁ's decision once it is made. An example is fluorida-
tiop of aAcity's drinking water; once the community decision

1+1s made, the individﬁal has little'préctical choiée.but to
use fluoridated water. We find innthis report,that.Student—

<«

to~Student Counseling is more iikely_to be a collective de~-

cision, made by a number of counselors, than are the three

o
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sions.

" innovations, collective decisions are more common than

-are optional decisioms.

teaching innovations that we study. For all four IMPACT

¥

Authority innovation~decisions are forced upon an individual

' by someone in a superior power position (such as a supervisor

in a formal organization). The individual's attitude toward

¢

the innovation is not thé primé force‘iﬁ his/her adoption or
rejection; he/she is simply told of, ;nd expected to comply
with, the innovation-decision. TFew research studies have been
conducted of this type of innovation-decision, which'musé be
very common -in an organizational society such as the U.S. éo—
day. We occasionally encountered an authority decisioﬁ for the

IMPACT innovations, when an administrator made the innovation-

decision and then ordered his faculty or staff to adopt.

In the present investigation, we have some pfactical_difficulty in-

distinguishing between collective and authority decisions, and hence we

L

usually just refer to "collective decisions'. .

of course, on whether the authorities in question are innovative or. not).

Optional decisions usually can be made more rapidly than collective'deci?

continuation of the innovatioa.

Systém Norms R

-

A norm is the established behavior pattern for the members of a given

.

Generally, fasqeét adoption rates are by authority decisions (depending,

Although hade most rapidly, authority decisions are more likely than

others to be circumvented;‘ and they may 1éad to a high rate of eventual dis—

@
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social system (Rogers with Shoemaker, 1971, pp. 30-31). Certain norms
favor innovation,while.pther norms tend to discourage individual members

of a system from adoﬁting.

For instance, in the present study, we investigated how a university
unit's (such as a department's) norms on the importance of teaching versus
research and publication act-to facilitate or retard the adoption of the

four IMPACT innovétioﬁs,"/
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE PRESENT STUDY

The so-called classical diffusion model and recent modifications - in
it have direct relevance for studies of educational innovation in general,

‘énd, more specifically, for study of the individual-in-organization as an

¢

adopter of innovations.

In the present research, we study college professors/counselors who are

3

members of organizations, and who are not isolated islands. Most previous

diffusion studies focused on individuals largely free of social system effects,

that‘is; on optional innovation-decisions. We find in our later chapters that

the adopters of the IMPACT inno?ations are often influenced by their admin-
istrators, and many of our respondents, in fact, are administrators. The
avéilability of slack resources, faculty release time, etc.rrepresent poten-—
tial powers that higher ad%ipistrators have over our respondents, and thus

these superiors may exert influence on the rate of adoption of the IMPACT

innovations. The reward system of the institution also influences the inno-

vative behavior of our college professor respondents. In numerous other wavs,

the organization is involved in the innovation diffusion processes described

36
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herein (Rogers and Agarwala-Rogers, In press).

o -

So while we géenerally take the diffusion of innovation framework (as
described previously in the present chapter) as our point of departure in
the present investigation, our future chapters will show that considerinble

modification must be made in this theoretical paradigm so that it is more

.appropriate to the behavior we seek to amalyze.
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uperform their own analyses of the data obtained from the computer. .

3-1

. Chapter 3

THE IMPACT PROGRAM AND THE FOUR INNQVATIONS

A ]
14

The purpose of this chapter is to briefly describe (1) the'historical

background of each of the four IMPACT innovations, and (2) the IMPACT pro-

, gram of the Exxon Education Foundation that- was conducted in order tq diffuse

\:

these four innovations to university professors.' We begin with a deScrip—‘ A
tion of EXPER SIM, ‘one of the four IMPACT innovationms.- 3o
* . EXPER SIM A o
" - " ;«Q

-

EXPER‘SIM ("experimental simulation") is a svstem for teairing re-
aearch design and” strategy through computer simulation. It offers an.

effective and economical way around- the shortcomings and pfoblems of -the

o -~

traditional laboratory experience. EXPER SIM facilitates the teaching of

va
°

research methods by enabling student% to run experiments on a computer

o

which has been programmed to generate relevant data. The computer replaces -

_the actual data-collection, thus saving time and«eliminating the need for

expensive laboratory space\\gguipment, and direction from teaching staff.

’ Students are required to design research experiments and strategies, and

2

EXPER SIM was originally developed to aid in teaching under-
graduate students the. research procedures and problems of psychology.
EXPER SIM was designed for use in Psicho}ogy 210 at the University of Michi-

gan by Dr. Dana Main.* During the regular academic year, about 20 sections

{

*In September,-l975, . Main became Associate Professor at the West
Virginia College of Graduate Studies, Charleston, West Virginia.
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of this course are offered at the University of Michigan; each section has

about 14 students enrolled. . The course is staffed by a faculty member

+

"

(Professor Main) and several graduate teaching fellows, who teach the sections.

Class assignments and activities in Psychology 210 consist of readings from

elementary research textbdoks, procedures for conducting in=class and out-of-
4 )

class exptriments, preparation of journal-type papers, discussions, lectures,

and cxaminations, field trips to local laboratories, ?zims, and a final ex-

AN R

periment which the student plans, executes, and records.

4 - .
_In pfe—ﬁYfER SIM days, Psychology 210 students usually worked in

"rat labs" and/or with human subjecte. WNeither was satisfactory, as

.

most of the course was deyoted to data-gathering, leaving little time and

- « \

effort for learning the broader conéepts and proce?s of research design.
Similar problems in teaching the‘hndergraddate—le§é§\course in experimental

design also existed at other universities.

-

In the spring of 1970, Dr. Richard R. .Johnson of the Department of
Psychology at Earlham College visited his alma mater., the University of -
Michigan, to discuss his experiences in developing a computer simulat ion

of an experiment for his course.,in psychological experimentalion developod
i

in 1968. IntJohnsan'S simulation, termed "DATA-CALL," the student was in-

formed of a research problem, and provided with a set of manipulatabie

«

variables. He/shé generated an hypothesis and tested it by examining the re-

lationships among certain varia?}es whi{g holding others constant as con-

.~

trols; finally, he/she was presented with a set of computef—generated data

4
based on his/her research desién decisions. Johnson's program consisted of a
. : . o

\ :
set of data-generating algorithms. The student was free o run a number
" N e -77 : , //;;:J .
of experiments, being provided with a-realistic exerc&seéjn sequential re-~

s

i A L )
search design décisions. )

4

>
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~—1in"1970 also developed agnd tested %ﬁvgmputer simulation. for use in his
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Subsequently, Professor Jerry Kissler at Washington.State University

experimental psychology courses knu;n as "LAB SIMzi which WAS,;nllucnrvd by

co. g " v 5]

DATA-CALL.

o

L)

Based on Jéhnson's qork,.somebof the teaching”stgff of Psychology 210
X : Ra¥ .

.at the University of Michigan began to develop a comparable simulation program

-

in 1970, which is now known as "EXPER SIM." The computer program was

R
A

written by Sabin Head éﬁﬂ‘BBb Stout; scenarios were written by David Maliﬁ:

Susan Mueller; and D.W. Rajecki; and an assessment of the impact of the

simulation in the form of a course-wide testing program was developed by
Steve Doehrman, Nan Holmes, and Professor Main. At the Dartmouth Conference
on Computers. in the Undergraéuatg Cufriculu& ‘(ccuc) in 1970, Dana Main re-
pgrted the first year's éxperience with.EXPER SIM at the University of Michi-
gan. Richard Johnson was also present, and reported his experience with
DATA-CALL (Johnson, 1971). Both presentations created interest among certain
of the participants. Art Crdmer, a faculty member at the University of
Louisville, started working on a similar computer program in 1971 for his
Psychology 311 course,_aloné with his colleague, John B. Thurmond, a psyéh@~
logy pféfessor. " EXPER SIM 1s‘used in about 22 sections (of about 20 students
e;ch) o; the experimenéal psychology course at Louisville; ‘The Louisville
version of EXPER SIM has played an important role in the diffusion of EXPER
'SIM, as it better suits the smaller capacity computers at many universi-

ties. .Art Cromer has written all of Michigan's EXPﬁR SIM models® in BASIC
computer language, as well as all of the Louisville EXPER SIM models in Fortran

language. Most of the labor and computer costs for.this development worl o

*A "model" in the sense of EXPER SIM is a problem set of hypothetical
or real-life data.
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‘ EXPER $IM have heen contributed by Art Cromer and by the Universit§ of Louis-

ville computer center. In addition, the following financial support has

been received.
: .." - o .
1. Unjversity of Louisville $2,700.00
1 Greater Quality Program (funds were -
provided to purchase teletypes)

1974 e
"‘ /ﬁ g | 2. Exxon Education Foundation, 5,000:00
é : 1974-1975 = - v . _ B
3. The sale of approximately 40-45 300.00 i
. program packets to individual . - ;
requestors
- Total  $8,000.00
- " Dana Main received a total of $18,000 ror the entire period that '

EXPER SIM was going through various de' elopmental stages at the University

of Michigan. The various sources of these funds are:
N . !
& ° i

'
/

1. Exxon Education Foundation, J .~ $ 9,000.00 )
1973 _ ' ‘
K . // ; )
2. Center for Research on Learning - 4,000.00

and Teaching, University of
Mich1gan,’1973 -1974 (for dlssemlnatlon
of EXPER SIM) J

/

3. Exxon E£ducation Foundatlon/ 1974 5,000.00
(for documentation and prbgramming
of EXPER SIM) /

/
A
!

t
7

Total -  $18,000.00

In the summer of 1971, Charles E. Hallenbeck at the University of

r

Kansas developed a program slmllar to EXPER SIM, namcd 'KUSIM Hb was

Jnfluenced by Johnson's DATA- QALL and Main's EXPER SIM, but he hald already

b
o
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‘ . , .
developed KUSIM by the time he learned all the details about these other

approaches. KUSIM has been running without error since March, 1973.

<

Douglas Lowry at the Michigan Institute of Technology developed
"SIMPAC" for his experimental methodology course, based somewhat on Kissler's

LAB SIM at Washington State University.

——
Although many individuals were developiﬁg various forms of DATA-CALL
. during the 1970-73 period, Dana Main at the Universiﬁy of Michigan and
Art Cromer at the University of Louisville were perhaps most vigorous in

the further development of EXPER SIM. Papers on the results (Main,.1972)

were read at professional conferences and subsequently published.

In the spring of 1972, Richard Johnson moved to the Exxon Education

" Foundation in New York as Frogram Manager of the Educational Research and

Development Program.

The second CCUC took place ih June, 1972 with further papers about
EXPER SIM. James Ullrich of the University of Montana met both Richard
Johnson and Dana Main at this conference, and then proceeded to develop

an EXPER SIM program for the DEC System 10, a smaller-sized computer found

at many undergraduate teaching colleges.

Figure 3-1 shows the various versions of computer simulation, models
"1like EXPER SIM that were developed after DATA-CALL in 1968. The computer

program for EXPER SIM at the University of Michigan is titled "MESS" (for

“"Michigan Experimental Simulation Swupervisor"), and the program at the University

of Louisville is called "LESS" (for "Louisville Experimental Simulation

Supervisor"). " Philip Spelt of Wabash College modified LESS to fit his computer
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. Richard R Johnson
, Earlham College

b
| ~“| DATA-CALL, 1968-1970 | = _
R . ——— e i\ ~
- R - ).'/ ] T ' ' -
‘ Jerry Kissler '7 3 Y . ) . N

Washington State U. [ Talk at the University R S
LAB SIM, 1970 of Michigan, 1970 °

—— - s — '7" T N !Othe;s}
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Y oL | Dana Main, Bob Stout, .

Douglas Lowry D.W. Rajecki . ' Charlns Hallenbeck
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Conference of Computers for

f*~ = — = ==+ Undergraduate Curricula
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Art Cromer and Papers by Johnson and Main
f;" John Thurmond e e - v .
U. Louisville — RV S .
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‘ R . | o : James U]lrlch
C ccuc, 19727 . . Yo . ! University of Montana
‘ Paper by Cromer - Johnson moved to| 1972
; A , {<~ -] Exxon Education ~
| ? ' o ! Foundation ' °
L Journal articles - -
- ’ 1973 _ o i - A
! - 1974 Journal publications in' N
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n. . . ‘ )
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WRIST, -1974 , | T ‘
:-—‘ : . L. ki 1 I \l .
’ 1 i
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Figure 3-1. Evolution of the Tdea of DATA-CALL, EXPER SIM,
and Their Various Off-Shoots.
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system (a DEC 11/« "WRIST" ("'Wabash Research Investigation Simulation -

Teacher") is now being diffused to colleges with smaller computers.

5

In 1973, EXPER SIM at the University of Michigan was selected by the
Exxon Education Foundation for inclusion as one of the four innovations in °

the IMPACT Program.

T . . L

/

lVaiious,evaluation studies are available about the effectiveness of
EXPER SIM in teaching experimental design. Main and Nussloch (1975) compared
the effectiveness 6f two pedagogies in teaching'Etudents ahout the psycho—
logical phenomenon of 1mprint1ng. The method of journal critiquing
was éompafed to EXPER ;IMV which was found to be a more effective

method of teaching.

Arthur Cromer and John Thurmond (Undated) substantiated these findings.
They found that: |

1. !Typically, by the end of a semester's exposure to EXPER SIM, stu-
dents demonstrate a preference for self-designed experiments. |

2. Given a'complete.problem description and unspecifiéd Variables,
students are discouraged from randomly maﬂipulating the variab}es, and must
learn to think like a researcher.

3. Instructors pefcéive EXPER SIM as facilitating and stimulating cléSs

sesslons and thereby improving their teaching effectiveness.

T

GUIDED DESIGN

| Guided Design is a combination of self-study of subject matter and

e

guided decision-making in solving open-ended real world problems (Duggal, 1974).
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Guided Pesign revolves around students' efforts to devise solutions for

. »

a series of open-ended problems. They typically work in small gfoups, at-
taéking problems rather than memorizing masses of sterile information.

_ While there is usually no single correct answer to the problems, each re-

R N
i

quirces the‘student'to‘put into play certain kinds of information and skills.

The profe§sor selects the problems surrounding the content and skills he/she
ki . .
wants the student to learn. The manner in which students deal with the pro-

1

blems is programmed in sequential steps; Students deal with each stage in

*v

the problem, usually in émall classroom groups of from four to seven; as a

group they devise a plan for tackling each stage of the problem.

Sohe.of thg component ‘characteristics of Guided Desigﬁ can also be

found in 8ther instructional systems. Self-study of subject matter, for
example, is now used as part of many instructional systems, and iﬂﬂividualized
ingtruction is becoming increasingly popular. Gioup discussion by studénts in
arriving at a~de§ision is sometimes found in a particular course 6% an in-
T‘stﬁuctional‘system. A structured seminar may be used instead .of a lecture

as a method of instruction. Design projects aré found in various courses.
However,’it is possible to is&i;te.Guidéd Design from these other modes 6}

instruction because it integrates the, study of the subject matter with deci-

sion-making which makes use of what is learned.

*

Professor Charles Wales is the Director of Freshman Engirieering and

, .

Professor of Engineering and Education at West Virginia University. Dissatis-

fied with "conventional" teaching methods which place emphasis primarily on

3

information-acquisition, Wales began to drift away from the standard lecture-

based teaching widely used in engineering education. In the early 1960's he
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/
ceveloped programmed instruction self-study materials for a sopnomore class
which allowed him to use class time to discuss open-ended questions. This
approach later was to become "Guided Design," a method of education'combin—
ing self-study with decision-making. Wales experimented with the Keller
Plan and various other forms of self-study‘in his Guidéd liesign,system.
‘Wales used Guided Design in his engineering classes in 1969 for the first

time, and gathered detailed data on the changes in rates of student learning

caused by Guided Design. A booklet entitled Educational System Design was

published by\Wales and his coc-worker, Robert Stager, in 1970. Between 1970
and 1974, Wales gave 35 workshops on Guided Design to various audiences He
was the main fountainhead of energy, enthusiasm, and diffusion of Guided Design .
prior to the IMPACT program. Since the inclusion of Guided Design in the
IMPACT program in November, 1973, Wales' efforts to promote Guided Design

as a teaching innovation have been further expanded.

§
Wales received a grant from the Exxon Education Foundation in 1965 when

“he first developed tne basic idea for Guided Design (Figure 3—2).> He received
an R & D grant from the Exxon Education Foundation in 1969 to facilitate the
implementation of Guided ﬁesign. In 1970, the Department of Chemical Engineer-
‘ing at West Virginia University was awarded an Exxon Qducation Foundation

| grant for a three~year project to further Guided Design. Since 1971 Wales has

also received two smaller grants from the Alcoa Aluminum Company .




Funds from

Esso (Exxon)
Education
Foundation, 1966

e — o

Exxon Education
Foundation
R & D Grant, 1969

Exxon Education
Foundation
Three-Year ,
Implementation
Grant to West
Viriginia Univer-
sity Department

A Y

N

‘Charles Wales, 1962

3~10

~

Purdue University

First Phase of Develop-
ment (Programmed learning
to free class time for
discussion)

iL;

A

Charles Wales, 1965
Purdue University

Second Phase of Guided
Design Development
(Problem-centered spiral-
curriculum)

«

Uy

i

'
t
Y

Charles, Wales, 1967
Wright State University
Third Phase of Development
of Guided Design

] T T

- Y
Charles Wales, 1969 to

present

West Virginia University

. Fourth Phase of Develapment

(Full-fledged classroom use
of Guided Design) \

N

Charles Wales,. 1970 to
present '

West Virginia University

Fifth Phase* of Implementation,

"Diffusion, and Development

Alcoa

Aluminum
Company Grant,
1971-72

of Chemical (Inclusion in the IMPACT
Engineering program, workshops, lectures,
: papers) '
7 =T ¥ \ v
/ ! [ { '
/ R | \ '
‘ ! i
4 14 Y A | N
Figure 3-2. Evolution of Guided Design.
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1. Esso (Ex§0n)‘Education Foundation, v $ 8,000.00
1966-1967 (for experimentation leading
to Guided Design)

2. Exxon Education Foundation, 1969 23,300.00
(an R & D grant for Guided Design) ‘ '

3. Exxon Education Foundation, 1970-1973 100,000.00
(a-grant to the University of West '
Virginia Department of Chemical
‘Engineering for further development
and implementation of Guided Design)

' o , ' oy
4. Alcoa Aluminum Company, 1971-1972 15,000.00 ki
. - (for implementation and dissemination '
" ¥ of Guided Design) -

Total - $146,300.00

Robert Stagér and Gene D'Amour,* former and pre;ent colleagues at
West Virginié University, fespectively, are credited by Charles Wales.
for thei; efforts to hel, develop and‘spread the implementation of Guided
. Desdign. Thefe are no apparent éhﬁ—inventors, althqugh spontaneous adopters
of Guided Design;seém fo act as sub-centers of development, implemgntation,

and diffusion of the innovation.

.

CharlesﬂWales hasvmade several attempts to evalﬁate Guided Design in
compar;son with the usual lecture-based approach to teéghiﬁg ;arge classes.
Wales claimé that Guided Design deals with three types of goals: (1) know-

‘lgggg‘df concepts and principles, (2) the recognition and responsiveness to

values, and (3) decision—making'in a creative and humané‘fashion. Wales

argues that the lecture-based method heavily emphasizes only the knowledge

goal, and neglects the other two.

<
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In an analysis of the pgrformanée of students in the undergraduate
chemical engineering program at West Virginia University before and after
the implemeﬁtation of Guided Design, Wales found that grade point averages
1m§r0ved significant1§.. The overall impact of‘thi; te;chiﬁg meéhod is in-
dicated by the finding that students exposed to Guided Dés}gn‘have also
improved their work in other courses. :

TIPS

ILQ§.("Teaching Information Processing System") is a computer-assisted
method of monitoring each individual student's progress, identifying specific
weaknesses,anh strengthg in grasp df the subjeét'matter, and of.prescribing
cofrective study activitie§. Every weck or so, ;tudents take ten- to fifteen-
minute multiple-choice "'surveys" whHich are geared toward measuring‘the stu-
dent's grasp of the course contents. The surveys are not utilized aé part
of the course grading system. Their purpose is to diagnose students' di.fi-

culties and help them rectify deficiencies related to the course.

o

©

TIPS "is a testing and evaluation system which. provides the capability
of increasing the level of individualized instruction in a classroom” (Kelley,
1968 and 1970). TIPS is designed to process performance informatién in order
to provide feedback to each individual student on his/her comprehension and
understanding of concepts in a giﬁenvcburse; The varied pace of students'
learning and the wide dispersion of their abilities often makes the pro-
fessor{s Feaching task very‘difficult-in a large classroom situation. Hence,

TIPS helps by providing an individualized type of instruction in a large
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classroom where one-to-one interaction is otherwise infeasible. TIPS séeks -

to create good study habits by continuously measuring student performance .

v , . N\
and by providing rapid feedback. AN

Dr. Allen C. Kelley is Professor and Chairman of the Department of ! \\
Economics at Duke University, in Durham, North Carolina. TIPS was his‘ \

y

.answer to large, impersonalized, and diversified introductory classes in
ﬁrinciples of economics at the University of Wisconsin-Madison campus, where

TIPS was first conceived and used in Kelley's classroom in Fall, 1966.

During the period from 1966 to 1967 a field-testing exercise for TIPS
was conducted. This éxperimentation with TIPS was aimed at obtaining stu-
dents' reactions and feedback aboutrthe new method of teaching. Data and

experience from this developmental-experimeﬁtal phase were presented in an

article in the American Economic Review (Kelley, 1968).

His findings, based on thé 278 students who were enrolled, indicated
that TIPS was a relatively low-cost method of teaching (averaging about
" $1.00 per studént perfsemester); student fear of the computer was not a
deterring faétor; student retention of course contents was greater when
using TIPS; and TIPS proved to be a motivational, individualized instruc- ’ ;

tion device.

The second controlled experiment on the effectiveness of TIPS began
in 1970-71. Kelley (1972) found no significant differences between the
per student cost of using TIPS versus a lecture approach. However, stu~

dent achievement, as measured by course exam scores, was greatest for the

4

relatively low-achieving student.
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Kelley moved to Duke University in Fall, 1972, but he continued ex-

' perimenting with TIPS, modifying the uée;'s guide and trying to make TIPS

more useable.

v

Kelléy's initial source of funds (for 1966-68) was from the Univer-

. sity of Wisconsin~Madison, where he obtained funds from a Carnegie Founda-
tion grant.to Articulated Instructional Media in the School of Letters and
Sciences, and the Graduate School. Irn 1968 kélley reéeived a grant from
the Exxon Educakional Foundatioh'to undertake a research ébaluation of TIPS.
The totai funds spént on TIPS before Kelley moved to Duke University were
about $120,000, excluding free computer time contributed by the University
of Wisconsin-Madison. Presently, Dr. Kelley has an Exxon Education Fouﬁda—
tion grant to cqptinue the development of TIPS,‘and to disseminate his mater-

3

ials about it.

Dr. Bassam Shakhashiri of the Department of Chemistry at the University
of Wisconsin-Madison, adopted Kelley's TIPS program to an application in
teaching chemistry that he calls "ChemTIPS", We consider Dr. Shakhashiri

a spontancous adopter (Figure 3-3) who has played an‘especially important

role in giviag visibility to the innovation ‘in the chemistry field.

N

TIPS is often-"compared to a set of teaching aids known as CMI (Computer
Mediated Instfuction) and has some aspects of self-paced instruction, which
is also referred toas d'personalized system of instruction" (PSI). A common
type of PSI is known‘as the "Keller Plan,” originally developed by Professor

Fred Keller of Arizona State University (Keller, 1968). The Keller Plan is
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Madison
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on the effectiveness of TIPS
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Allen C. Kelley, 1968

University of Wiscamsin-
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Further experimentation on |

the effectiveness of ‘TIPS
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Allen C. Kelley, 1971 °
"TIPS I

(A version of the present
TIPS) ‘

Madison

Bassam Shakhashiri, 1971
University of Wisconsin-

ChemT1PS
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Allen C. Kelley, 1972-
TIPS II. .
(A modified version)
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(A revised version)

i
!
i
|
Y

Figure 3-3. Evolution of TIPS.
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pace, and make progfess toward B JeFElver by a mutually-set number

@
@

of tests and completed, exé}viqee." HAW@VOr, TIPS -is diffdrent from LhL

- o

Keller Plan, aIthough both consist of packaging educatlonal techniques to
: . .

suit the 1r1d1yldual,student_.’»\.s The difference arigés fgom the fact that in

Yy

“termd of,teaching'approadh, TIPS is more flexible. It.accomodates not

«

. : 0 .
onlygthe criterion-referenced, somewhat—structured planning approach of the
. . N

Keller-typetcohrse, but” also a more relatlve—referenced approach Professor -

<

Kelle estxmateq that, in actual 1mplementat10n 80 per cent of the urses

using TIPS employ an appngach quite at variance with the Kellgr philosophy.

b o . 2
. X p -

Ir. Elisabeth Ailison‘afrﬂartard University was one of the six pro-

o _v- 4

fessore who recelved an Exxon grant in June, 1974 to implement TIPS. She

" b

x LondULted a self—paced 1nstruct10nal experlment ‘including 84 students in

a

three qett1ons of an. 1ntroductory economics course. The cross-sectional,
B [T

’
S

klonyltudlnal comparisons’ of the first vear's experience indicate "that self-
iy
e~

'paced instruction is mére effective than conventional instruction-—particu-
larlly for freshmén with relatively weak edﬁcational.backgrounds and students
wfth.relativelQ poor anaiytical skills" (Allison, 1974, p. 1). In"at ép-
~p%oath vefy si?ilar to TIPS, students are provided with "almost unlimited,
pon—threatening" feedback that informs the student of his/her responsibilir
. “
ties, The main‘contribﬁtion of self-paced instruction is an emphasis on

day-to-day involvement with the course that increases the amount of time

and attention students invest in the course.

During the second year Dr. Allison expanded her experiment by including

TIPS W]onﬂ with the self-paced instruction mode, and a traditional lecture-type

.A__ e .
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p ; . approach. These results are not yet available. : .
STUDENT~TO-STUDENT COUNSELING :
p Student-to-Student Counseling ig;based on systematic training methods and

materials developed to maximize the effectiveness of student counselors in coun-
‘seling students about academic and personal-social matters. The student coun-

selors are provided with about 40 hours “of training sessions pricr to their
. A

counséling‘responsibilities. Some of the important features of Student-to-

€

- Student Counseling are:

1%

1. The use of role-playing exercises in providing the’fraining
- 1n counseiing techniques.
t 2. Self-criticism and self-evaluation Ehrough taped sessions in
order. to correct individual deficiegcies as. counselors.
3. Co—leafﬁing tﬁat takes place as thé more experienced counselor
helps tfain'the newer couynselor. )

4. Use of various mass media materials and equipment as aids to

the training of the student counselors.

Dr. William F. Brown 1s the inventor of Student—to—StuQent Counseling.

. < ,

It is an economical and‘effective solution to the need for more and‘better
' guidance/counseling services at the college/university level. A further ad-
vantage is the féét that the student counselors are more homophilous (that
ig, similar) with their counselors; hence empathy and credibility are facili- ~ )

.tated. N

Peer'counseling is a mode of counseling found today in many colleges

04




and universities. Student-to-Student Counsellng is a form of peer coun-

seling in that student counseglors are used Dr. Brown's (1972) approach
v\ . - L
deals mainly with the creation of better study skills.and other techniques

of coliege student‘survival;cpeer counseling is the means of delivering

this understanding‘and'knowleége. !

Dr. Brown has been Professor of . Educatlonal Psychology and the Director

of Testing and Guidance at Southwest Texas State Univer51ty since 1958. The

3

idea for Student-to-Student Counseling was conceived earlier, however, around
1951-1952. By 1955, Brown included academic abiIity, academic ‘ac! '~vement,
academic adjustment, and academic attitude in his model of peer counséling

effectiveness developed for his doctoral thesis.
23 ' . !

After a brief prelude in Washington, D.C., Brown came back in 1958 to
Southwest Texas State University as the Director of Testing and Guidance.

He felt a need for improved counseling services, and soon began to experinent

/

~with various forms of peer counseling. By 1959 his Center was deluged with
students seeking counseling about academic and other mattere, which he was

unable to meet due to limited financial resources for the counseéling program.
. . bl

In spite of skepticism and criticism from professional colleagues, Brown

proceeded with his idea of Student-to-Student Counseling.
N

In the l960's,‘Brown'sApeer counseling approach with college freshmen

is estimated to have saved the state of Texas about $290,000 annually (Pro-

fessor Brown eStimates), through lower freshman-to-sophomore attrition rates.

In"addition to test interpretation and study skills counseling, career

guidance and reading improvemernt were included in the mid-1960's so as to

.

&

broaden.the”oxiginal foci of/the Student-to-Student Counseling program.
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In 1965, Brown.received é»grant from the Exxon (then kncdwn as Esso)
Education Foundation. ﬁis evaluation stndy, from 1965 to 1967, indicated
verv‘specific/end positive results for Student-to—Student Ceunseling, and
‘the Ex§on Educetion Foundation made a supplementary grant to Brown to
replicate his stndy at Laredo Junior College in Texas. By 1969~1970, wider
proliferation had taken place, end Student-to-Student Counseling was in
use atvseveral universities, especially in the Texas area. Brown's testing
and cqnnseling materials have also beenitranslated into Spanish and his

student-counseling-student approach has been adapted fer use at the Univer- ‘

vsidad Nacional Autonoma de Mexico.

In 1970, Brown was awarded the Nancy C. Wimmer Award by the American
Personnel and Guidance Association for making the most outstanding contribu-

tion to the improvement of counseling and gnidance.

In 1970, Brown took a year's sabbatical leave to write his book, Student-

; » '
to-Student Counseling: An Approach to Motivating Academic Achievement (Brown,

1972)., Seminars, papers presented at professional meetings, and other dif-
, fusion activities brought the innovation into a wider 1imelight. A growing
number of former students are now in position to use and further proselytize

Dr. Brown's innovation.

! The inclusion of Student-to-Student Cbunseling as one of the four IMPACT
| programs was: somewhat unique in that it was relatively older than the other
‘ three innovations, and many adopters/requestors thus knew of its existence

prior to the‘launching of the IMPACT campaign.

Brown has received about $350,000 in funding over the past 25 yevars for
the development, implementation, diffusion and modification of Student--to-

Student Counseling. In addition Brown has established a private/eompany

56 :
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called Effective Study Materials, for the purpose of wider dissemination-

of materials about Student-to-Student Counseling to adopters and other in-

"terested persons. : -

f ' ; o

|t Dr. Brown's Student-to-Student Counseling approach was specificzally de-
signed to increase the probability of scholastic success during the first
semester of a student's freshman year. Primary focus is on the student academic
counselbrs, since their efforts provide the unique element in a freshman coun-

. _. ®
seling program (Upcraft, 1971). - ' '

t

"Three types of criteria--test scores; course grades, and questionhaire
responses—-have been employed to assess freshman reaction to peer counselors' ‘ )
counseling%ﬁ?Pre-counseling and post-counseling scores on three standardized

tests—~the Survey of Study Habits and Attitudes, the Effective Study Test, and

the Study Skills Surve&_s--we're utilized to evaluate the student counselors' )

effectiveness in teaching study skills and in communicating bositive acadenic

©

aftitudes" (Brown, 1972, p. 1U90).

Dr. Brown, alonglwith his associates, has conducted 30 major investiga- .
tions, involving approximately 42,500 students enrolled at 60 high schools

and colleges located in 15 different states. These evaluation studies show

>

’\

" that the students counseled by oth&r students receive higher academic grades

while students not counseled by other\students generally remain unchanged

in study habits and attitudes. The undergraduate student counselors, when

compiared with professional counselors, were not significantly different in
counseling effectiveness, as measured in terms of student counselees' stindy
habits and attitudes. Students counseled by peers earned hipgher grades

(Brown, 1972).

-1 .
o

] El{fC‘ \ 5

A Fiext Provided by ERIC P
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The innovation is somewhat difficult to pinpoint in its actual use.

Almost everyone who uses students as counselors for students are ''sub-

inventors', as ‘each use might be considered a particular case of re-inven-
tion. Not all "édopters" exactly follow Brown's approach to suit their local

conditions. \Compared to the other three IMPACT innovations in the present

1
-

study, we encountered somewhat greater difficulties in determining exactly
who among our respondents had adopted Dr. Brown's Student-to-Student Counseling,
and who had implemented a modified version of it, because it is” more general

in nature than the other three innovations.»

THE IMPACT PROGRAM

Prior to the announcement of the IMPACT ("Implementation of Materials

and Procedures Affecting College Teaching") program in November, 1973, the

Exxon Education Foundation had made about 200 research and development grants
to university faculty members to devéléﬁ promising educational innovationé.
By mid-1973, ic waS’degided that four of these innovations had reached the
point where théxgwere readi for diffusion‘to university professors; EXPER SIM,

Guided Design, TIPS, and Student-to-Student Counseling were selected for initial

3
[

inclusion in the IMPACT program. -

The IMPACT pfogrém was created in order to diffuse a projeéted ten inno-
vations to university faculty members in the U.S5. 1In 1973 four innovations wére
selected for inclusion in the first. year or so of the IMPACT program. In addi-
tion.to improving the qualiiy of teaching and learning in uﬂiveréitiesjthrough

innovation, it was hoped that the IMPACT progfam ﬁight also provide insight

into the general process of educational change at the university level. In
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order to facilitate this objéctive, a grant was made to the Department of

Journalism and thé Program in Mass Communication Research at the'University ,
of Michigan to investigate thé diffusion of the four IMPACT inﬁovations. ‘The
director of this broject is Dr. Everett M. Rogers. So the IMPACT program

é ‘ was considered an expioraEer and éxperimental approgch to diffusing educa-

tional innovations in higher education.

Actually, the diffusion of the four innovations had begun prior to the

launching of the IMPACT prograﬁ. Figures 3-4, 3-5, 3-6 and 3-7 show that -

- the following number and percentages of individuals who knew abbut the four

innovations by December, 1974 (when our present data were gathe%ed);‘had

such awareness~knowledge prior to the initial announcement of th? IMPACT pro-

gram in November, 1973:

Number with Percentage with ;
- : . Awareness-— Awareness-
e B Knowled: gé Knowled ge Tttt/ T
1. EXPER SIM 196 28.9% ‘
2. Guided Design 247 . 24.62%
3. TIPS 158 22.2%
4. -Student-to- 218 23.5% ’
Studeqt Counseling .
All four innova- 819 24.6%

tions combined

-3

These 819 knowers mainly résulted from requests ﬁo the four inventors
whiéh in turp were caused by their journal articles, papers at professional
conferences, books like Broﬁn's (1972), and other diffusion activities con-
ducted by the four inventors, and by the sub-inventors (like Art Cfomef at

the University of Louisville for EXPER SIM).

However, the launching of the IMPACT program in November, 1973 rather
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" in the few months just prior>to the first mass mailing in November, 1973

_each of the four immovations. . _ e e

3127

immedi?tely began to speed up the rate of awareness-knowledge of the inno-
vations (and the monthly number of requests), mainly as the result of a mass
mailing of 18,504 brochure-packetst (to 6,168 individuals who each received
three sets of p#ckets) about thé four innovations in which‘individuals were
encouraged (1) t§ request a_packet of descriptive materials about each inno-
vation froh the appropriate inVentor,'and (2) to apply for an IMPACT grant to
facilitaté adoption of the innovations. However, Figures 3-4, %-5, 3-6, and

3-7 sho¥ that the rate of awareness-knowledge was already increasing rapidly

(in fact, almost half of the 819 with awareness-knowledge occurred in Septem—
ber and October of 1973). During the first year of the IMPACT program, the

cumulative number of awareness-knowers per month makes an S-shaped curve for

*

SR

A sizeable number of Pesponding requests were informed about the four ;
IMPACT innovations‘by November—December, 1974 (when most of our data on this

issue were gathered), as shown in Figures 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, and 3-7.

Total Number of Responding Requests

1. EXPER SIM | 680
2. Guided Design 1,003
3. TIPS ) 713
4. Student~to-Student 929
Counseling : _ o
All four innovatilons 3,355
combined , ’ {

i

*Copies of the brochure describing the IMPACT program, and each’of the
four IMPACT innovations, may be found in Appendix A, - ‘

64




—.—about the four IMPACT innovations—in Figures 3={ [ 3=5;3=6, and 3=7.

However, it must be kept in mind (as we showed previously) that about
one-fourth of these 3,325 responding requests were aware of the innovation

prior to the launching of the IMPACT program in November, 1973.

We checked these data on awareness-knowledge against lists of the re-

questors obtained from each of the four inventors, and the sub-inventors.
. N l°

We think these lists are fairly accurate; although the number of requests

prior to the 1auncﬁing of the IMPACT'prograﬁjmay be somewhat incomplete.
. : :

A

Generally, the number of requests (Table 3-1) and tlie data on awareness-know-
ledge (obtained from our Phase I respondents) agrées rathef well. The main
discrepancy ié due to the fact that‘not all (éctually only about 90 per cent)
of the requests listed by the inventgrs/sub—inventors (Table 3-1) responded

M %
to our Phase I mailed questionnaire, and‘thus could be_ reported _as.knowers

In any ‘event, thege data on the number of requests shows that the IMPACT
program reached a fairly large number of university professors, and motivated

them to request further information about the innovations.

Table 3-1 shows that 2,52C individual requestors (82 per cent) of the
3,058 requestéré made single requests, just asking for information about one
of the IMPACT innovations. The remaining 538 requestors (18 per cent of«the

total) made 1,577 requests {38 per cent) of the total of 4,097 requests

(Table 3-1). Many of these 538 multiple requestors, 178 in number (33 per cent),

asked for information about all four innovafionsz thus making a total of 712\
requests (abput 17 per cent of all requests). In Chapter 5, we find that these

538 muﬁtiple requestors have characteristics and motivations that differ from

'\ i
the rest of our Phase I respondents, who are single requestors.
l
: 65
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Table 3-2 shows the 3umber of IMPACT brochures that were mailed by
the Exxon Educatiqn Foundation to various categories of recipients by month
du% ; 1974. A total of 38,163 individual'repipients were maileé 60,151 sgt”
of_Ehéhbrpchure/packéts* about the IMPACT program; and one or mére of the
four innovations. Many” of these brochures were passed along to others, and
often the original brochuré was copied by the original recipient for wideé
distribution. We cannot assess accurately how widély‘each mailed brochure
was fﬁrther cdbied or;passeq along, but we have reason to think this multi—.
plication was often considerable. For - instance, we learned of jone bfochure
that passed through four different hands at one universdty. In Chapter 4,.
we show that ‘the IMPACT broqhures were by far'the most frequently-cited |

source/channel of communication about the IMPACT prog}am, and about each of

the four innovations.

In addition to the brochqreg, other brombtionai activities in the IMPACT
prégramvwere:/

1. An‘ahvextisement placed in Change magazine, which led to 149 re-
quests for fugther Tﬁformation about the four imnovations. The ad is re-
pfbduced in Figure 3-8. t -

2. Talks at seminars and conﬁerenées, papers presented at‘professional

. BN .
meetings, and publications by the four ihventgks, which were encouraged by the

L |

IMPACT program. . , /
3. Receipt of a total of 227 pfoposals for IMPACT grants in March, 1974

(the deadline for the first competition); 18’ proposals in July, 1974; and
. ) X _
. v

*Many of these mailings, as indicated iﬁ Table 3-2, consisted of three
sets of brochures to each individual, in order to encourage Passing
them along to other individuals. / p
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' £
Table 3-2. Mass Mailing of IMPACT Brochure/Péckets, by CatégprieSvof
y : Recipients. :
Mailing Time of nypes of Number of
NumbeT Mailing Recipients Recipients  Materials Mailed
p ;
¢ #1 November, Engineering College Deans 201 Three sets were mailed
' 1973 Liberal Arts College Deans 1,237 to each individual, @
: » College and University 2,485 each consisting of the
: ' : G Presidents IMPACT brochure and the.
. Junior College Deans 2,245 four inrovation brochures
Sub~-total 6,168

{2
1974

February, - 1 .Chairmen of the following

19,240
departments at institutions

with enrollments over

1,000:

Biology
Chemistry
Economics
- Education
English,
Geography
History
Mathematics
“Philosophy
Psychology
Physics
. Political Science
- Sociology

y

68

(18,504 sets of brochure/
packets) -

IMPACT brochure and
innovation brochures
about EXPER SIM, Guided
Desfgn, and TIPS

-

2a.Engineering Department 138 Same as above
Chairmen ., ’ ; ;
) 2b.List provided by v 91 Same as ahove
Charles Wales of )
individuals interested
) in Guided Design o ‘
3. Deans of Students at 3,500 - IMPACT brochure and the
colleges ang universities (approx.) brochure on Student-to-
P : » Student Counseling
4; Deans of céllege and univer- 700 IMPACT brocﬁure and -
sity-affiliated Schools (approx.) brochures“on EXPER SIM,
of Business or Chairmen of ¢ Guided Design; and TIPS
Business Departments e
Sub~total . 23,669 . '




P ‘ 3=52
- 9 -’. ' .
- Mailing Time of Types of Number of
Numb%r Mailing " Recipients * - Recipients Materials Mailed
#3 October, 1.Deans of Liberal Arts ' , 450 Three sets were mailed
oo 1974 - Colleges at four-year *+ (approx.) to each individual,
N institutions with an : ‘each .consisting of the
N enrollment over 2,000 IMPACT brochure and the
Jf oo brochures on EXPER SIM,
# : Guided Design, and TIPS
2:Academic Vice-Presidents s 750 Same as. above
at four-year  institutions - (approx.) v ‘
with over 2,000 enrollment - C
’ 3.Academic-Peans of four- 1,000 - Same as above
year colleges with enroll-
ments of less than-2,000
= 4.Deans of Junior Collegés 2,326 . Same as above
| (Sub—S&bTTotal 14,478 sets of
N\ . brochure/packets)
o 5.Directors of Freshman 3,500 AIMPACT brochure and the
Counseling in two and (approx.) brochure on Student-to-
. four-yzar public and 3 Student Counseling
=¥ .« | private colleges and
. universities
. Sub-Total 8,326 (17,978 sets of brochure/

' Total Number of =
Individual Recipients

hd [

Total Number of EXPER SIM, Guided

38,163

packets)

(60,151 sets of brochure/
packets)

53.,151

Design, and TIPS Brochure/Packets

Mailed o

.~ .
N\ o

\ \ o
Total Numbeill of Student-to-Student

25,504 U

Counseling Brochure/Packets Mailed

§

/ . r
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~ [fyour college can put one

. of these innovations to work,
you may qualify for some

working capital to /g‘e‘t it started.

°

Do you find !/Do time, space - Dofarge classes Doyou find
your students and equipment . ‘forceyou your counsieling
learning content limitations ' to direct your and guidance
without i keepyou from teaching program
underslanding | giving your . to an imaginary cannot keep
ils use and / sludents adequate “average” pace with ..
- “application? research student? needs of

It may be time . expenence? ‘You may want your students?

Horyou p One solution may toimplement. .. Perhaps, the

‘1o cansides’ .. be... NSWEr IS

‘v‘
v i .
ided \ student-
-~ g de ey . : to-student
' \ Y H
. esig - exper sim . ftips . counscling
’ A new tesching | : !
mglhpd combining N ,ﬁ:gm:g’:’:‘.m A diagnostic teol ‘A systemalic appreach
principles of N N dasign through to individuahze — 1o training students
programmed ) \‘ . eomputer gimulotion ingtruction . as academic counselors
instruction ‘ tn the large class .
with open-ended y . ¥
problem-solving 5 ” ¥
L y "i .
A s oy - “‘\ W TN — et - g . — - taaet o e .

The Exxon Education Foundation is .offering granis under its IMPACT Program to
. implement these innovations. For descriptions of the innovations and complete information about
the IMPACT Program, send in the coupon below.

] ‘Exxon Education Foundaton, Dept A g
! P O Box 1053, Ansonia Station 1
| 1 “ 309 New York, New York 10073
! P! LA ! i
\ 1 [ducationt ‘ 4
‘ H Foundaliof NG oot o oo ee o e s
i - : :
. : é% College . - oo .. . . . - n g
L i
; iﬂi% Depti. = . o ooocTillel o
l 'a:nrvw oY o H
= g , ’ =4
! AQdI@SS — b oo e e 70
1, Gy o o e e i
Q- | a State. |\ . Zi !
» ate .\ e e P e
' EMC i : e \ , p :
*

.

¢ .
Figure 3-8. The IMPACT Program Advertisement that ABEeared in CHANGE Maﬁazine.
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115'pr0po§als in February, 1975 (Table 3-3). We note that the numbef of
grant proposals decrcased in each succeeding competition (F%gure 3;9), as
did the number of' new knowers about the innovations, and the number of re-
quests to the four invenﬁors in thé succeeding months after theAfirst mass
mailing (the peak -in the number of monthly requests was reached in Februéry—
March-April, 1974, for the four innovationms).

4. Out of thé 227 grant proposal applicants in March, 1974, 44 indi-
v1duals were selected tQ attend the four May, 1974 tra1n1ng Qorkshops con—b
ducted by .the 1nventors, and 40 additional individuals attended the October,
1974 workshops (out of the 182 proposal applicants), as shown in Table 3-3.
In addition, Dr. Main he}d an EXPER SIM workshop for 18 individuals who were
not necessarily grant applicants to the IMPACT progrém in August, 1974.

5. From these 84 (21 per cent) individuals‘(who were chosen from the
409 proposal applicants) attending the workshops, 55 (13 per cent of the
applicants) were a&arded IMPACT grants to facilitate their adoption of the
fouz,innovations“(Table 3-3).

The drop-off in the rate of grant proposals may have occurred because
the "pool” of potential applicants, once informed about the IMPACT program
by the brochure mailings beginning in November, 1973, was éxhausted in the
three successive proposal competitions, and was not replenished by addifional
individuals comiﬁg into the "pool"gbecause:

1. The”;annor in which the grant applicotions were rejected in the past

may Lave discouraged some individuals from applying for a grant proposal, or

from re-applving after rejection of a previous proposal.
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2. Tt may have been relatively too early for the grantees and
spontaneous adopters to interpersonally diffusé their successful eXperiénce
with the IMPACT inmovations to very many secondary receivers, as many of the
adopters only began using their innovation in late 1974. Nevertheless, we
show in Chapter S'thatfthe grantees and sbontaneous'adopters (and requesto?s)
each reported talking to an avérage of several colleagues about the four
innovétions, even thoughvthese conversations seldom coﬁsisted aof a strong
encouragement to adopt the innovation; mostly the discuséions conveyed infor-

mation about the innovation, but little positive influence to adopt. So

perhaps the secondary receiver thus contacted was seldom motivated to make
a grant proposal application. This explanation of the drop-off in applica-
tion rates essentially argues that once the original "pool" was exhausted,

it was not replenished in late 1974 and early 1975 by the secondary diffusion

of knowledge about the IMPACT program and the four IMPACT innovations emanating
from early grantees, spontaneoué adopters, and requestors. But such secondary

(and tertiary) diffusion may occur at a later period after grantecs and adopters

A

5

have gained further personal experience with the innovations.

Some possible evidence for this "exhausted—and—nét—yet—reéleniéhed pool"
hypothesis is suggested by Figures 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, and 3-7, which all show.a
leveling-off in ghe nﬁmber of iqdividualslwho'have a detailed awareness of
-tﬁe four innovationsr(and who requested information about them from the inven-
“tors): If the number of proposals per time period is a constant‘prnportfon of

requests, one would expect approximately the same degree of fall-off in pro-

posals that occurred in the three succeeding grant competitions.*

*However, this arguﬁent does not explain the differential fall-off for
EXPER SIM as compared with the other three innovations. . . :

74 '
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Unfortunately our data do not provide a definitive expianation of

why the fall-off in applicatioﬁs occurred in 1975,

Nevertheless, the 524 grant proposals made in the first three com—
rd : :

petitions (Table 3-3) Is one evidence of the effect of the iMfACT program.

Table 3-4 shows there are many more pre-IMPACT adopters of Guided De-
sign than of the other three innovations. Thgre are many more post-IMPACT
spontaneous_adopters than pre-IMPACT spontaneous adopters for each of the

four innovations (Table 3-3).* This 1s one evidence of the effectiveness

of the IMPACT program. "%‘

>

A rather impressive number of requestors (219) say they intend to édopt

one of the IMPACT innovations during the 1974-75 school year (Table 3-4).,

Here are the number of individuals reached by the IMPACT program at

epch staée in the innovation-decision process:
[ 5

P -~ -

#1. Requests for information abdut one of the four N
IMPACT innovations from the four inventors, and ;
! ;
the sub-inventors——--- - 4,097 -—1 —1
. |
#2. Proposal applicants for an IMPACT grant in the l | l
March, 1974; July, 1974; and February, 1975 | '
competitions - - =524 | :
#3. Attended one of the four inventors' training ¢ ‘ i
workshops in May, 1974 or October, 1974-——-———————-—-— 84 3 ‘
. ‘ . k |
#4., Awarded an IMPACT grant for adoption of one of f -
the four innovations in June, 1974 or December, . i
. 1974 --—=55 ; 5
 #5. Spontaneous adopters of one of the four IMPACT »
innovations: N Y
(1) Prior to the IMPACT program~--—-— 30
(2) During the IMPACT program -—— 17

*Spontaneous adopters are individuals who have decided to adopt an inno-
vation (1) prior to the IMPACT program, or (2) since the IMPACT program, but
without a grant from the Exxon Education Foundation.

D
-

75 ;
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The IMPACT program seems to have reached a fairly large number of

"university professors, and to have motivated a fair number of them to some

action, such as reqﬁesting»further information from one of the inventors,

making a grant proposal, attending a training workshop, and/or adopting

. one of the four innovations. In later chapters, we also show that many of

the individuals reached directly by the IMPACT program were motivated to in-
formally disc&ss the IMPACT program and/or one or more of the IMPACT innova-

tions with one or more of their colleagues.

&>
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. Chapter 4

CONDUCT OF THE RESEARCH PROJECT : , :

a

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the proéedures by which
the research project was conducted. We organize this material in terms of
the three main data~gathering phases of the pr?ject:

I - Requestors' mailed-questionnaire

II - Personal and .telephone interviews with grantees, adopters,

and others
t

IIT ~ Telephone interviews with secondary receivers -

Our sectiqns~in this chapter generally follow a chronological time-order
of presentation. Before beginning our Phase 1 study of requestors, we spent
about four months in preliminary project activities: Hiring and training the
research staff, réviewing relevant literature, and conducting exploratory per-

sonal interviews and discussions with the four inventors, sub-inventors, and

with a small number of requestors, grantees, workshop attendees, and others.:

o~ PHASE I - MAILED QUESTIONNAIRE TO REQUESTORS

Requestors are individuals who contacted the four inventors and/or sub-
. inventors ‘to ask for detailed information about one of the four IMPACT inno-
vations. Most of the names of réquestors weré obtained from lists maintained
by each of tte inventors/sub-inventors.  The Exxon Education Foundation also
provided us with.; list of 843 indisiduals (1) who had asked for information

about the IMPACT innovations from the Exxon Education Foundation, or (2) who

had mailed a coupon in response to the advertisement about the IMPACT pfogfam

-




in Change magazine (N=149) that we showed in Figure 3-8.
The 843 individuals. who had directly contacted the Exxon Education
Foundation were sent a mailed questionnaire in September, 1974, to determine

. o - '
whether any of these individuals had then requested information about one

or more\of the innovations from an inventor/sub-inventor. The response rate
|

v

to the mﬁiled questionnaire was 40 per cent (339.1ndividuals). Respondents
who séidlthey had requested information about one or more of the four inno-

vations were added to our sampling frame.

v

We gent all of the indiﬁiduals who had requested information about the
IMPACT innovations our-mailed questionnaire in Phase I. We u;ed the cut-off
date of Octobg;, i974 for these requestors (as our Phase I guestionnaire was
mailed out iﬂ\NgZFmber, 1974, although further requests §ere sti;l coming to

the inventors/sub-inventors (Figures 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, and 3-7).

We developed through pretesting about four different versions of the
mailed questionnaire, before it was finalized (Appendix C). 1In early October,

f974, we conducted a pilot study with a sample of 100 requestors.

Prior to the mailing éf the first wave Ehése I questionnaire, we had
cdﬁducted 137 interviews, some personally and some byvpelephone with Phase 1T
grantees, adopters, and,gthers. Thése>137 interviewees had been administered
the Phasérl questionnaire, and so they were excluded in the firét wave mailing
in November, 1974. These 137 respondents® represent 4 per cent of the sample
population "of 3,058 requestors and 3 per»cent of the 4,097 total requnsts

made by them.

. .

“Respondents are individual requestors who responded to our mailed question-
naire in November, 1974 or January, 1975, or to our telephone interview follow-
up with those who had not responded to the mailed questionnaire.
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. TFirst Wave of -Mailed Questionn%}res to Requestors

«

The first wave of the Phase I data-guthering from requestors bepan in
November, 1974 (Table 4-1). The questionnaires were mailed to 2,921% re~ 5

questors who made 3,960 requests for information about the four IMPACT
[
innovations. These figures do not include the 137 already—interv1ewed re-

=% questors on whom questionnaire data had been collected in their personal

-
-

or telephone interviews.

t

. ' We achieved'the relatively high response fate of 65 per :cent to the ‘
’ . . 3 ‘ﬁ,./"‘}

first wave mailing because: (1) our questionnaire was short, as the result

of thorough pretesting, (2) our respondents had previously expressed their
. v

interest in one or more of the innovations; and we appealed to this interest, L.

[

\ (3) college professors at universities may accord relative importance’ to

.

\ receiving a questionnaire from a university source, (4) we used attention—‘

getting devices like colorfol commemorative stamps on our envelopes; and
(5) after suceessful pre—tesfing, we decided to place two dimes on the fop
: of the cover letter, indicating that an estimated i2 minutes' time was re-
quired to fill out the questionnaire, and suggesting to the respondentiLEhat o
A they drink a cup of coffee at our expense while they‘filled out tﬂex&qestion—‘

naire (Appendix C).*

i Second Wave oi Mailed Questionnaires to Requestors ‘ ! .
; , , .
In January, 1975, we knew that about 35 per cent (N=1,026) of our re-

I
. . \ . . 0 .
' .questors were non-respondents to the first wave questionnaire. We sent them
I . \

/ | : :
4 L : : B

. ”

N

*Also included are fhe 100 individuals from the pilot survey in October,
1974. _ ; . ' '

.
P

**The idea af attachlng a small coin to a questionnaire was suggested to ‘ N
us by Professor Wifliam Brown, the inventor of Student-to-Student Counseling. \s)
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a follow—ué lntter and a second topy'of the qgestionnaire in January, 1975
(Aébendlx D), to\yhich.te received a 31?peF cént rgéponse of requestors

tand 29 per cent of, requests) by late February, 1975. The second wave cover
let;et appealed to the requestors' feeling of professional responsibility to
cooperate in the study. By our  cut-off date on the second wave mailing, we

had achieved a total response of 2,352 requestors'or 77 per cent (Table 4-1).

-

Duriﬁg February, 1974, we telephone-interviewed a 10 per cent sample of
o .
the 600 non-respondents to:our second—wagg questionnaire.* We tried three
telephone call-backs and if the requestor was still unavailable, they were
considered as "non—respondtntsy. A total of eight such cases were encountered
 out of the 60 individuals called, representing 80 non-—'respbn‘:s (as the

sample of eight was é random 10 per cett selection), and 84 requests (Table 4-1).
So we achieved a total igtg_of response of 86 per cent (including the 495
"replicated respondents" that aré represented by the 55 telephone interview
respondents obtained in February, 1975). As the 52 telephone respondents are

a8 random 10 per cent sample of 520 requestors, we replicated each of the 57
respondents' IBM data-cards approximately ten times, thus yieldiﬂg the final
total of 2,872 responding requestors, which is 94 per cent p% the total of

3, 058 requestors. By a stricter standard, we received unusaﬁ!eresponses from

a total of 2,404 of the 3,058 requestors, a response rate of 79 per cent.

A parallel logic can be followed for the request as the unit of analysis,
rather than the requestor. A 90 per cent response rate for requests t3,698 out

of the population of 4,097 requests) was achieved (Table 4-1). By the strigter

*One hundred six of the 706 ''non-respondents' to the second wave mailing
had returned questionnalree with duplicate or inadequate data, and these were
dropped from our analysis (Table 4-1)..

‘




l

» . standard which does .not include the 601 replicated requests, we achieved

3,097 usable responses, a response rate of 76 per cent.

o

Th% response data just discussed are also shown in diagramatic form

in Figure 4-1. ~ Lt
\

Large-scale surveys are not “always devoid of errors, despite the

quality'cont;ol measures: taken by the research staff. These errors are of

several kinds in t?e Phase I data-gathering. . We received 106 requestor-

<

quest ionnaires (3 per cent) that represented 290 requests (or 7 per cent
of the total of 4,097 requests) that were unusable (Table 4-1) due to incom-

plete dafa, or irrelevant infoTmation, provided by'the respondents. Some of |

P

these unusable responses were caused by our errors in identifying correct

~

innovation requests, through our mistakes in coding, mailing, and duplication.

Some requestor-questionnaires were returned blank, perhaps because the ad-

.

LIRS

e Q’

dressed'bersdn had moved since our mailing list was prepared.

The non~responding requestors are individuals who did not respond to our

first and second wave mailed qdestioﬁnaire, nor to our telephone fol}dw-ups.
These 80 noﬁuresponding ‘requestors made 109 requests, on a weighted basis,
they comprise 6 per cent of the total 3, 058 requestors and 10 per cent of the

tctal 4,097 requeses.

The total respoﬂse‘rete excludes both unusable data due to ocur, and our
respondents’, errors and aon-response (Table 4-2). One hundred and eighty—six’
xequestors' data (6 per cent) and their 399 requests (10 per cent) could

not be 1ncluded in our data—-analysis. :
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100% 4,097
: Requests
3,960 Not , .
Interviewed : #1. Personal and Telephone
Requests . ~ Interviews with Adopters
' : (prior to the first wave
- questionnaire).
Y/ —
OO0/ 30N IBIRRADN0COONOSOOIBEBENER Pt
L S !
137 Interviews
| 1007 _ 4,097

Requests

1,512 Non-Respond-
ing Requests

#2. First Wave

~ Mailed Question=
naire in . :
November, 1974

637%

- 2,585
“§ Requests

100Zp— : 4,097
1,076 Non-~Responding | Requests
Requests

Tt

3,021

4 Requests

#3. Second Wave _
Mailed Questiomnaire
in January, 1975

© 290 (7%) Unusable

: ( Requests 4,097
1002 —h - Requests
ngon_ ng G 1 Requests

{#4. Telephone Interviews 76 : ; DA
Attempted with a 10 PercentRe ondin
Random Sample of the 786 - SP &
Non-Responding Requests,
Resulting in 76 out of 84
Requests Responding

Q F?gure 4-1. The Four Stages of Data—-Gathering Achieved a 90 Percent
‘ Response of the Requests, with Three Percent:Non-
Responding~Requests and Seven Percent Unusable Requests. :

-




Table 4~2. Summary of Unusable Data and Non-Response in the
Phase I Data-Gathering from Requestors.
% :

Requestors “Requests
N Percent N Percent
Reasons (3,058) (100%2) (4,097) (}00%)_w
' . . N . 3
. Unusable data 106 3% 290 7%
. Non-responding .
a. For the 10 percent *(8) (142) (8) (IO%)
sample A
b. For the weighted 100 80 3% 109 37
percent population
Totals 186 6% 399 107
f
Pl
8

9

&
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Datar-Analysis Procedures for the Réﬁuest Data

Most of the request data camé'from the mailed questionnaire, but we .
also coded data as to the student enrollment at the requesfor's institu~-

tion, the highest degree granted, religious affiliation, etc. from the

U.S5. Office of Educatigngs'(l974) Educational Directory; 1973-1974. The
Gourman rating forAeach institution was also coded onto each'requestor's

IBM cards. TFhe Gourman Report was prepared by Jack Gourman (1967)of the
) 2 . . ]

Arizona Continuing Education Imstitute. Thebreport,provides an index for

.

most colleges and un;versities that is claim%d to indicate the generél aca-
~ demic quality and/or prestige of the institution. Gourman computéd this

‘index on the basis of the relative. success of the.institution's-past students

4

wﬁen they enroll eléeWhere,iﬁ éraduate or professional schools.

tdry.

For most of our purposes in this report, the ''request" is our umnit of

responée. We distinguish the request from the requeétor‘(the individual who-

-
. . s

makes the request), as.one requestor can request information on.one, two,

three, or four of the IMPACT innovatjionms.
; iz
0 : - 4
. PHASE II - PERSONAL AND TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS
WITH GRANTEES, WORKSHOP PARTICIPANTS,

SPONTANEOUS ADOPTERS, AND NON-ADOPTERS o =

- .PN‘
) [ .
-
) .

Now we turn to the second phase of our research, injwhich we éought to
supplement the highly quantitative data in Phase I from the ;eqpestors, with

semi-structured interviews with adopters, grantees, and others.

°

g6

(ﬁ




Types of Individuals Inf:erviewed Per,sonally
by Telephone by Innovation

We interviewed a total of 245 individuals from August, 1974 to April,

1975. - The 1nterviewees represent various types of individuals at different
stafs in the innovatlon—decis:l.on process for the four IMPACT innovations.
We contacted the respondents edither personally or by telephone. All of the
October, 1974 "wqushop attendees were personally inte‘rviewed duriﬁg the

workshops at Ann Arbor, Morgantowri, Durham, and San Marcos.
The other individuals interviewed were identified from four main s'ou;rces:

- P .
2 H

The Phase I information requestor file.- - ~

We obtained a list of "reported" adopters of the four-

IMPACT innovations from the inventors/sub-inventors (in

certain cases; the inventors/sub-inventors were not sure

that adoption had actually occurred). We sent‘ 92 ‘letters to

these "r;eportedv," adopters-in October, 1974, to whieh 43 ? ®
"adoptefs replied. Of these 43, 16 were EXPER.SIM adopters;
13, Guided Design; two, TIPS; and 12, Student-to-Student .
Counseling adopters. Eight other spentanepus adop}:ers were °
‘ identified in the wor.:kshop interviews, or 'through our‘ cor- |
respondence yith the ir;ventore during Fall, 1974.
© 3. The Phase I rétumed mailed questionnaires in December,_ 1974 -, ®
and Januarjf, 1975 were the source of names of numerous post- - -
o . IMPACT spontaneous .adopte'«rs and of non—adoptere, from which i
‘ we selected a sample that‘: were interviewed. ®
' ®




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

We interviewed the foilowing categories of respondents whose data

constitute Phase II.

1. Grantee-adopters are individuals who wrote proposals,

attended éhe-workshops, and subseqpently received an o
IMPACT grant to implement one‘of the IMPACT‘innoﬁations.
We ipterviewea 55 grantees. These grantees are only
those who recéiveg grants in the first and secondjroundp
;f grant competition (Table 4—3}. ‘Time did not allow us
" to inglude the éhird round of grantees in the presént

“ . . study.

2. Spontaneous adopters sare indjviduals who have. decided to

adopt an innovation eithér (1) prior to the IMPACT pro-

v

gram, or (2)'since fhe IMPACTAprégram, but without a grant
from rhe Fvxon FEducation Eoundatioﬁ, ‘Those who;adnbtod

an innovation prior to the IMPACT program are called 'pre-
IMPACT{spontaneous adopters". We interviewed 29 of the 30

pre-IMPACT spontaneous adopters,‘aﬁd 36 of the 178 post- -

IMPACT:spontaneous adopters.

. .o

s " In addition to these adopters, we also interviewed the: following
categories of respondents. - o

1. '"Information requestors:only" are those individuals who

>

- requested information about one or more IMPACT innovations,
but who then took no further action. 1In our sample of
3,058 requestors, we interviewed 23 "requestors only" to

check the validity of our mailed questionnaire responses.

~a
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) : 2. v"Intqu to adopt" are those individuals whé inﬁicated
invthéir qqestionnaire that they had a définite plan to

. - . adopt one of the IMRACT innovations during 1974—75. We

b R . interviewed 20 persons (9 per cent) of the 219 "intend

to adépt" in order to find out more ébout thgir plané fdr

definite adoption of an innovation.

AN

3. Noh—adopte£s are individuals who indicated 4n theilr mailed

questionnaire and/or .interview that they have no pla 3 to
adopt one of the IMPACT 1nnovat10ns due to such reasonc
as'a lack of funds, time, and/or personnel.. We iﬁégrviewcd
a saﬁple of 30 (1 per cent):of the 3,i3l non-adopting

o
requestors in order to determine their reasons for not

adopting.

%

4. Non-respondents did not respgnd t¢ our Phase I-sgcond wave
mailed questionnaire. 1In or@er to capture the compléte pic-
ture of the totai IMPACT requestors, and to determine the
nature of the non-response bias, we infenviewed a-sample of -
52 of gheée non—respondents by telephone, as explained in

a

the preﬁious section of this chapter.

<y

The Interview Procedures

Most of our Phase II data-analysis (Chapter 5) deals with data from
the interviews with the 120 adopters. We found that very few adopters re-

fused to be interviewed. The response rate with grantees was 100 per cent,

a .

" and only two of the spontaneous adopters refused to be interviewed.

o

90




Eighty-three per cent of the 120 adopter interviews were personal,

and 17 per cent were by telephbne. Of the sponﬁanéoué adopters, 65 per cent

were personal interviews, and 35 per cent were by telephone.

Y

b

.The interview guide for. the .cur innovations,went’théough five ‘re-
visions before it reached its present form (Appendix E). "We tried to main-
) tain comparability across the four innovations by keeping the interview

questions as similar as possible. The purpose of the interview guides was

to provide a certain degree of structure to the interview situation.

Many variables were ‘measured by multiple questions; hence, we often .

constructed indices by combining the responses to the various questions on

v & .

our Phase IIhéoding-forms (Appendix F).

(N

PHASE III - SECONDARY RECEIVERS

" . Secondary receivers are individuals who have learned about an IMPACT

innovation through informal communication with adopters, spontaneous adopters,

and/or information requestors. Our list of secondary receivers' names came
from the Phase T data-gathering, where we asked all requestors to nominate
alilcolieagues within and outside of their institution, with whom they had

a

talked abcut the innovation..

Our purpose in interviewing the secondary'receivers‘was to assess the
informal communication patterns through which the four IMPACT innovations
spread out from the original set of requestors and adopters in our Phase I

and Phase II, respectivelyX® Further; the secondary receivers may further

« . 3

*This is known as relational analysis, where the unit of anaf&sis is the
dyadic relationship between two sets of individuals. Here the dyadic inter-
action we are interested in occurs between the primary nomiq?tors and the
secondary receivers.

. 91 -




o

diffuse the TMPACT innovations to yet wider audiences of tertiary receivers.

We included all the same questions in the Phase III gquestionnaire as in
the Phase I requestor study, plus some further questions to obtain data about
the nature of the communication flows from the nominator to his nominated

secondary receivers. The first part of the questionnaire (Appendix G) deals

~

with this interaction, but Parts II and III are exactly the Same'as the

Phase I mailed questionnaire.

We used a multi-phased sampling design in which we first selected a
sample of nominators (information requestors, spontaneous adopters, and gran-

tee—adopters), and then selected a sample of their nominees (secondary re-

'_ceivers) who we telephone-interviewed.

Our Phase III is a relatively minor part of the total research project,

‘as it seeks .to provide an answer to only ome of the eight research questions
N -

s L e 3 N Y - - k = - - 2 . - . P -~z * = . -
guiaing this study. Because of irs relatively lesser signiricance, we planned

“the Phase III sample to be small in size. We consider the Phase IIl data

that resulted as a type of pilot study for a yet-larger study of secondary

receivers that could be done in the future..

.One reason for the relatively complicated sampling design that, we fol-
lowed in Phase III Qas thét we had a sampling frame of all Phase 1 and Phase II
respondents, but did not have a sampling frame at EQe time of all the secondéryv
receivers they had n;minated. Accordingly, we first.took a disproportionate

stratified random systematic sample of information requestors (2,399), pre-

and post-IMPACT spgntaneous'adopters (219), and all grantees (55). We selec-

ted 74 individuals (nominators) whose secondary receivers were to be telephone

>




4-16

Sy,

interviewed. The sample of 74 nominators included 52 information. requestors

@
(2 per cent of 2,399), 11 spontaneous adopters (5 per cent of 219), and
11 grantees (20 per cent of the 55 granteeS/) (Table 4-4).
We followed a disproportionate stratified random sampling procedure, @
in which every forty—fourth information req%@s{or, every twenty-fifth spon-
- iy .
taneous adopter,oand every f1fth grantee-adopter Was chosen after a random
starting point. The weighting factor for each stratified sub-sample* is: Co- /‘,
Weighting A ~
Factor H ‘ .
l. Information requestors 9.
2. Spontaneous adopters .5 @
3. Grantee-adopters N \1\
Who did this sample of 74 nominators report in Phases I and II as their -
secondary receivers? Of the 52 information requestors, 30 (58 per cent) had ®
nominated 46 secondary receivers. The 1l spontaneous adopter nominators rc-~
ported a total of 18 secondary receivers. The 11 grantees gave 30 names of ’
secondary réceivers (Ta’b;le 4~5) s out of which we selected a 50 per cent sample . @
. . 3
(of 15 secondary receivers).. The weighted factor in this stage becomes: T
’ » Welghting
. S " Factor .
1. Secondary receivers nominated 1 ‘ N : @

by information requestors

2. Seconda_ry recelvers nominated 1
by spontaneousg adopters

3. "Secondary receivers nominated 1/2 ‘@
by grantee-adopters ' ‘

“These weights are necessary because we sampled disproportionately, using °
a differernit sampling rate in each of the three stfrata so as to obtain a rela- o
tively greater degree of informatibn from the nominators who were spontaneous "
adopters and grantees than from ‘the requestors (who were much more numerous in
“our sampling frame). .

S VA 93 ‘ £ Co
Jr o, . . L ]
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> . . Table 4~4.° The»Phase III Sample Seléctgd of fnfofmatiﬁn Requestors,
Spontaneous Adopters, and Gradtees Who Nominated Secon- i
dary Receivers. L T
o s .
. :  First Stage °

- First Stage

First Stage

Total Sampling Sample Weighting
Nominators Number .Rate Number Factor - .
Q
I A :
1. Tnformation 2,399 1/44 52 9 (44/5)
requestors ‘only : {
. * !' /
2. Spontaneous 219 1/25 ¥ n 5 (25/5)
N adopters - .-
(pre-and post- e
IMPACT) . Y ,
3." Grantees 55 1/5% 11 1 (5/5)
~. Totals 2,673 7 74
i . ‘A
- 3 ° 3
Pl N . ‘ 3
£ >
\ * &7 : - lx
: , : “ A 2
o ’ ,b -. L‘ '
. | C e 1 TR
. )
- © ‘ . q:fd"
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Thus, the joint w@ighted factor for each pair of secondary receiver-

nominator in our stratified sample is:

a

Final
7 Weighting
) Factor
s~/ 1., Nominated by requdstors 9x1=9 ’
\ only |
2. Nominated by spontaneou 5x1=5 \
_adopters R
!
3. Nominated by 1x2=2

H [ o
i !

We found that %ine of the 46‘secondar§ receivers noﬁinated by the in- -
formation reéuestors\were already in our Phase I study, gnd two of the 18
Secondary receivers nominatea by the spontaneous adépters had previouély
been interviewed in Phase II. Hence, we dr;pped these 11 éécondary receivers,

as they were also information requestors or spontaneous adopters, in order to

avold duplication of data.

We were able to telephone interview 52 pf the 68 secondary receivers

/ - /
for a response rate of 76 per cent (Table 4+6).

We pre-tested the questionnaire with five secondary receivers, and found

that telephone interviews were effective and did not create respondent resis-

fancé}, The Phase TIT questionnaire is in Appendix G. ;

vyt

Tk
i

'We began telephone interviews for Phase III on April 15, 1975, calling

,‘each individual four times; after the fourth try, he or she was considered

a non-respondent. Two secondary receivers refused to be interviewed and 14

others could not be contactéd in four telephore calls. o
. a . |

v
| o
B

The typical interview lasted about 15 to 20 minutces.
~ . : ,

! /

AT
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.

54

s ‘. .. a . - - ~

‘ : . ‘ The‘data for the secondary receiver and his/her nominator were punched
b ,on’IBM cards, so that .our unit of analysis in Phase III can be either (1) the

»

setondary - receiver, or (2) the nominator—secondary receiver -dyad. vBothvunits -

" of analys1s4are utilized for certaio purposes in our Chapter 5.
- The IBM- cards for each.of the 52 secondary receivers were duplicated by

the final weighting factors of’ 9 5, and 2 for the strata of requestors—only,

‘spontaneous adopters, and grantees, respectively (Table 4-6), yielding a

- &

weighted sample of 328 (duplicated) secondary rece1vers that forms the data

base for our answer to research question #2 in the following chapter. These

>

328 secondary receivers are somewhat under-representative of the total number

o .2 o ¢ ' : ' DL "
of secondary receivers nominated by ocur ''requestor oirly" respondents in Phase I
PN R -y J" .
- and. Phase II, while our sample is over-representative of the secondary receivers

- nominated‘by.spontaneous adopters'and granteeg (Table .4~6).

v




- r - "* Chapter 5 - o !

L]

FINDINGS FROM THE RESEARCH

The purpose of this chapferﬁis'%o'présent the research findings that
bear on the eight research questions that guided the present research pro-
- ject. First we mention briefly some ééneral~find1ngs about the profile.of

requestors and adopters of the four IMPACT_innoGations..
\ A N o

C " UNITS OF ANALYSIS T

a

a

' There are five different units of analysis utilized in the present re-
port. We list thém here in order to help the reader.differentiate among .

them®in the sections of this chapter that follow.

-
.-

1. Reguestors are individuals. who mado requests for 1nformation .
about the four IMPACT innovations from the inventors or sub- . .

. o

inventors. ) ‘ o
2. Respondents are *ndividual requestors who responded 'to our .

"moiled_questionnaire in November, 1974 or January, 1975, or .

to our telephone interview follow-up with thosq‘who‘had not

-
~y ~

responded to the mailed questionnaires.' .

3. Requests are'our main unit o} analysis, each consisting of
an~individual asking for information about one of the .
IMPAb? 1nnovat;ono. Thno.any given reséondent cap be re-

presented by one, two, three, or four requests. .

4. Responding requests are those requests for information

-

.

aboutgone of the IMPACT innovations on which we weré-aﬁle

to obtain gata‘ffom a Phase I respondent.

39 | | u
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A?. Adopters are individuals who "have decided.tomadopt.

and implement one of ‘the four IMPACT innovations.
}f . s .
0ur main units of ahalysis in this chapter are requestor-respondents 4 >
. . & " s l\ . )
and responding requests, and, to a 1esser-extent adopters. : - - - @

o, : ‘
- s ’ ~ ’
. . - :

. o SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF THE’RESPONDENTS

¢

By’ October, 1974 the 3 058 requestors of the four IMPACT innovations- l - i.

made a total of 4,097 requests.’ bout 80 per cent were requestors who. made "

L4

:single requests, and 20 per cent of the requestors made more than one_re*u

¥

- .. Mquest (we call.them '"multi'ple requestors"). _ L - @
<~ . ' & o - J ! . "
The large population states*are most heavily represented by the requestors. N

. New York (N=355),, California (N=298), Pennsylvania (N=207) Michigan (N—168), T
= and Ohio (N=166). " Our average .respondent in Phase I is-a male, with®a mean _ ¢

age of about 3§>to 40 years, who teaches at a coeducational college with an. .

09 .

average student enrollment of 7,857. The requestors"' colleges cdnfer a doc-
_torate degree in 31 per cent of the cases; 43 per cent of the requestors

are at two-year or four-year colleges. Our average respondént has been at

o

his/her “present institution for. about seven years. A majority (64 per cent) . o
. ‘ .

of our Phase ‘I respondents have a ‘doctorate degree. o T o .
, . o , _ .-

About 57 per cent of the requestors are administrators, and 43 per cent

are teaching faculti. Of the 3,344 administrators and -teathers nho identi- -
fied their discipline, the fields of Education (N=948), Psychology (N=386),

° and Chemistry (N*245) were most highly represented Administrators comprise

a maJority of the Phase I respondents, but a number of ‘them also teach out of

‘ ®
. L} . “
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3,604 responding requests, 79 pvrvccnf indicated that- they taught at least

.one course within the past year, with an_average enrollment of 48 students.’
. oo . I $

Out of 12q adopters integviewed, only 36 per cent (N=43) ﬁere adminiggrators\/

- -

(deans, department chairmen, directors of counseling centers, etcf? 83 com—

»
-

pared to 77 teaching faculty (64 per cent). —

. . ~
. .
A .
.
]

" RESEARCH QUESTTON #1+ CHANNELS OF  COMMUNTCATTON

. .
<
-

P L. - - LA . N ) o
Research -question #1 is: What communieation channels are a. i important.

. 13 © . .
- . -

- at the awareness-knowledge, persuasion, and decision stages in the innovation-
B N N B —— N oo s s TTmes g memm———y

<>

decision process for university professors?

Bad - -, "l/\ : N ) €y » ) . ‘ . .
A source is the originator of a message. It may be an individual, an

A v

agency, or an organization. -The receiver is the individual intended to be the

) ~ -

.destinationcbf-a sqprce's message(s). It may be an individual, or a category

- .

of-individuéls. A message .is a stimulus‘abdut an idea that the source trans-

- mits to the receiver: The channel is the méans by which a message gets from ,

. -
B

a spurce to a receiver. Channels physically transmit messages. The main
categories of communication channels are mass media channels and interpersonal
. : . EY

\’ '

channels. Mass media channels are all those channels involving a mass medium
) . n‘ ’ N . . ' ' /‘ . C -
such as a newspaper, magazine, radio, television, etc. vhich “enable a source

- =N . 7 0 4 - ’ -
- 1
of one or a few 1nd¥viduals§to reach an audicnce of many. Interpersonal chan-
. N
ce-to-face information exchange between a

~

nels are those channels involving fa

»
.

source.and a receiver. . , ‘ ' -

3

¢

Y

0
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' Source/Channelsﬂfon;Awareness;Kn0w1edge CoT : ¢

o

‘ ¢ .
w., - By far the most Important source/channel* of awarzness-knowledge** © -

about the'four‘IMPACT innovations is the‘IMRKET brochuPe from the Exxon

- [} B . - . d
Education Foundation. Table 5-1 shows the IMPACT br0chure?was most. im-

e

portant for 54 per cent of the 3,586 requests, further, it was consistently

‘

most important across all four IMPACT innovations, for adopters as well as -

EY

for the requestor-respondents; and for requestors in the same discipline

K

. . <4 -
- as the inventor, and for those in a different discipline.
7 .

o @

The other mass media channel, ﬁournal articles (written mostIy by the in-

v , @

_ ventors about their experience with the innovation), was much less frequently

~ s .

mentigned as a source/channel of awareness-knowledge about the four innovations.

a : v e
T - ¢ P

L Among®the interpersonal channels, administrators (other than the depart-

3

‘ment chairman) were mentioned by 13 per cent of the responding requests, de-
partment chairmen by 8‘per%cent, colleagues by 6 per cent, professional con-

ference/seminar by 4.per cent, the inventor By 2 per cent, etc. (Table 5-1). -
: e ; )
These findings as to sourcesfchannels for all four IMPACT innovations

L . u
are generally very consistent across-each of the four innovations. In every

‘case, we conclude that: Mass media source/channels are much more important

) ’
.

than interpersonal channels in creating awareness—knowledgeiof the four IMPACT.

t.

", innovations. The IMPACT brochure is by far the most important single source/

. B n

» : °

:channel.

~

. *In the present section we often speak of "source/channel" as the source
' and the channel of information about the four "IMPACT. innovations are diffi-
cult to distinguish. I ‘ ‘ : PY

"“**The question asked to tap the source/channel of awareness-knowledge was:
"Where or from whom did you first hear about the innovation" [that you requested]?

h:

;El{llC . w2 . e
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»!‘?‘, A - > i -
Receiving "he IMPACT Brochure C i
¢ . o e |
" Because of, the great importance of the IMPACT brochures in creating

awareness-knowledge about the IMPACT innovations, weraskedfour rusponding

requests'to indicate how they obtained the IHPACTObrocéufe Teble’ 5—2 -

520Ws that the direct mailings from the Exxon Education Foundation were ——
most frequently mentioned (48 per cent for all four innovations combined),
followed by administrators and colleagues who passed the IMPACT brochures

along’ to. the responding request (36 per cent). In Chapter 3, we described

°

'how many of the IMPACT brochures were, mailed in multiple coﬁies to college

f\administrators, with the intention that the brochures would then be passed

&

‘along to others in the institution. - T . ‘ ’ R

(R ~

»

Unfortunately, we were, unable to obtain adequate data about soUrces/
¢ 2
channels of conmunication at the persuasion and decision stages in the

innovation-decision process for the four IMPACT innovations. ' Questions to

obtain such data were pretested in our Phase I mailed questionnaire survey,

-

bnt were later dropped from the instrument because so few of the Phase_I- :

[}

: .o n oo SO | o
. resporrdents had reached the ‘persuasion or decision stage. We did include

such questions-in our Phdse II interviews, and, while'quantitative daﬁg are

o

@ - . - (eI
not available, our impression ‘is ‘that interpersonal cowmunication from peers

: ¢ A ) . . )
(that is, colleagues or fellow administrators) was most frequently cited.
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oo PRSEART QPESTION.#2: SECOMMARY DTV STON M0 VRERS - :
T o - - + . . ) . . K M . .
- - Our research question #2 is: 'ow dp the JMPACT grantees, sponta- o
u " ’ T » . .
v neous adonters , and requectors, cormunicate the four innovatiens 7’ - '
, thrigeh A secondary diffusion to their peers? - . . - o : .
L N ) . B 2 o e ,' . . -
. . ;Tn answer this research question, nir dircussion in tl?';s"rnctinn P -
¢ - . S N . - . ! ]
3 - : : ’ ’ * u - : N ‘ S
i R focuses on these specific sub-questions: ' ‘ o, L °
e . ‘ - LR 4 . - -
) .’- ) A A - . ) f -
‘ " a T, Do the TVYPACT srantees, spontaneous adopters, and .
~
s ) . . ) <. X
requestors ‘report having diffused.information about .
- [ N ) = . ’
: ' : . @
_ the four innovations to their secondary diffusers? Is - .
- = ) B ‘5.. v....‘ N N . .
A d .
., o v ) i e
« snch _secondary diffusion also reported by the second-
A V.G ) ) o ;: . .
: - ’ ary receiverc? ; s : o
& o s ; : i
- ‘2. "ow do the responding requests who report talking .
3 ] . n P 2 ]
) . 4 . 8 3 R .
. with sernndary receivers differ on incdividual and . 4 ;
: ' I3 . ‘ : ' ®
ul-v ’ . s » s * s " 7 ., 3
- . institiitioaal variabhles from "he responding requests
: a ’ . 'y ' »
who do not renort talking to secondary ‘receivers? g .
. . 3, Yew do the primary nominators differ from the e
; * B L N s - . . - e
' . ¢ . . s . ’ . s -
sneondary receivers on individual and institntinonal v .
° - . ) . .y,
> artributes? . > sl ®
) . . - . ‘*; 4 L -~
4, What is the nature of secondary diffu<ion abont the TvF- )
. ) s h
= ACT janovationsg?
' = - - hd . - 2
. » ‘f - v

. . -
g . 1




. 2 5 I :-,ﬁ i . :“ ‘.. . O . .
4 . : . . ¢ “ - <
., ) Y 3 i O o~ 75-‘9 . .a: . _ . . ) ) .
' : . .v ‘ - ' ’ 4 ‘ . ) . u -
" » ' o s . kd - . . /‘ kS ) W
. ’ ’ . .. A 1 . .. -
' e . 5. “hat are the "heuadaries" (in terhs of the characteristics -
. . . Chars i . ’ A . i -
o . S . . v . Y 4
" S “ of thode who interact) aromnr the communication about
' ** -~ rhe TMPAC® innovations Frnm<prima%y'nnminarnns to spnn;;j\\ﬁl? ,
S S t ot ’ - . . :' " : . V
o ) . _— T - . ;
’ . arv receivers? . - : _ . ' : .

J S ' SR ¢ =
. A, To what extent .do the- secoadary receivers comrunicate ..

PR " O ' O . .

- Tt T P S, . . - : .
. "+ the TMPAC™” innovations e tertiary receivers?’ , -
3" .

.,

o Te

Y

<. F
- N s

' ~ ) -, ‘ ) * g . v
- Segurdary récpivers are defined as individuals who havttlnarnad

. ®

- - .
. -~ i LA . '
* - B
. . ,

"

. , : . L. ‘ P . .
ahout an I72*CT-innovation throuzh informal commnieration with adopters, <pnor-
i ) o “ ° ~ ) ) . . - - ‘4’ . ',- \‘ » .

aneous adontors, and/or information requestors, ‘However; we ‘cantint

i . . o,
“ [ — . o * % .

P - . = C ¢ .
-alwav= assume’ the information/influenecr Tlows from rpgne¢rnrs pf .

e o .

the. *PACT innovations ro gecnndary rereiygrs: -Some secondary receivers
&- ’ . . . . * .
. N . . el . . N
tneaw ~shout the’inaovation si-nltaneously, or even. earlier, than rhe
. . - . |

1 . ~ . .

remiestor, Tn arder tn minirmize“this prohlem, we execluded fromh our

(=S .

¥ . * » : * - ~ -
. , .
samnle of Phage TTT sernndary receivers the relztively srall number = -

’ -

. N . ‘\_ . - : SLoey
v of tham who were n11so in out *hase 1T mail questionnaire 4amnle as '//'

e

- ) . : - - : ’
) Al . - - 1
informatinoi requestors, - . )
. N . . : ° »

. . ., . . .

Noes Secondary Niffnsion Necur?

"o e Ihe jntentinng ~F Fha TR prNTA™ waq‘rﬁﬂt the reapeckare,

2. 'Ja . « " .- ’ . ] . -
*f"nfnnq,'Jhd spontageous adnrtrers wnttld nace along ‘trheiy 'nowledce of
arontees ! v b ( ‘

N -
- . 4 s . v.‘l e 4// . . .
the .fwr 1*ﬂ0vat?pﬂc_tn their peers. "¢ ther - . -
: i

‘ ° .
’ .

. . *

. N z N
o are'ved oyr Phaen T carnie of refuestors FAx th» narag ()f.@(\f:hgv

a

3

.

individual~ vith whon they had discussed an TV72ACT ip-ovition { aglpy-_
k
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. g Lo ~ 5-10 .
. « ) 9
\ ’ ; ~ I
. - . M - ~ ’
C . p : : . , ' . N
— plained in Chaoter 4): (17;within,thnir denartrent, (2) ontstde their ‘
; > department, hut-at the same institution, and ¢3) at other institutions, - )
; ' ' * * . . . . . ' .
Theee thred catesories are essentially: (1) intra-disciolinary, (2 L o
¢ : ' T } L ‘
. cross-discinlinarysat the same university, and (3) intta- or crnss- . |
- : . K . . ) +
@ . . . " g e ‘ .. | g < )
—_— diseiplinary 2t another universiry, :

' . M '
- - .

Nesnita this particular structnring of the question about diffusion
» | . - ) ’ . a

° - éﬁ:‘,‘}‘d .
of tha TYP'TT jnangvations to <econdary receivers, some of the respondents

- .
a @

Aid nnat answer it in these termé.\ For example, several respondents

. ..
. )

fnﬁlinﬂ that they zave » sepinar in their department to all the faeulty .

K]

o I3 : ’ . . ‘ N i
Ahout the innovation, "vypically, these respondents did not provide o
~any epeeifin names of csacondary receivers, as rhay had been asked to : .
i o < - -
4l -

An in rhpqupsrinpﬂaire. . ‘
, 'S .

i © 7 awvaves, n enite of thesd measnrement nmahlerms with +he socinvotric

quection, o) anprovimete indevaof the deerae of Aiffugics ro cacondary
Se T s . : " v

- - . -

raceivera was phtainad far sach Phase T raanondent, “able 5-3 shows ‘ ‘.

, ; ‘ .
thot ahant Half (40 ner cent) nf the pesnerdine reguects nominated at

>
-

. . . oA

4 J . s
Tnngr nmn snpnndary vaccjver,  fahle S chags that the rvpical recroadin.
. * . - Bt

¢ 1

Jequest ralted with 0,07 geennrary recsjvers ahont an 1N 0 jmnavation:

3,00 nf tha ragpending raquests nominatest 3,397 secondary raceivere,
. by
. i <

A ‘l . ol . R . .
Jaittes 53 nd. B=h chov that "~ ronsiderahle amnint af serondary Ajff- : o
v - . i . o . . :

' nsjion grevrred dinring the first vear nf the TP nrosram, "he extaent

LY .
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- A . .
. . . .

of *becondary diffusion was consistently greater in the case of Student-
. PRI .

to-Student Counseling, than for;the other three IMPACT innovations,

4
.

EXPER SIM, Guided Design, and TIPS'responding\requests;

- . .
Pl

Most of the secondary receivers are located within the responding

L4

S

request's department, fewer are elsewhere in the same uniVersity, and
fewest are at another university (Tables 5-3 and 5-4). So most secondary
diffusion occursiwith colleagues that are organizationally at- the same

horizontal level and within the same unit and discipline.

The average number of secondary receivers nomlnated by a- respondlng

4

request is greater for adopters (X = 2.08) than for those who intend to »
S

e
adopt (X = 1. 27), which in turn is greater than the average number. of

secondary receivers nominated by respondlng requests who are non—adoptcrs'

-

14

(X = 0.80) (Table 5-5). Adopters talked ‘to more-of the1r oo]]oapue A &

about the IMPACT lnnovatlons than dld lntended adoptors who in‘turn . B ‘ ~
: i

- < v 1
- a

talked to more colleagues than d1d non—adopters. Adopters prcsumably

’know more about the IMPACT innovations, and'probably aré more. enthu-
‘ slastuc about them, leading to grearer socondary dlffus1on activity:
& - -

“ * )

lhere are also dlffcrences in the degree of secondary diffusion

] T activity on the basis of degree of part1c1pat10n in the IMPACT program.

’[ERJ!:‘ \ B . ”' o - L , X
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_participating in pérsonal diécussions (86 per cent), writing ‘papers

£

Srike of “arficiﬁatinn in
the TVPACT Program

~

“anortea by ATl Primary Tominators

3

1. Requests only ’ ) ‘ . I [
2. “rant applieants - " 1.56
3. Spoantaneous adopters ' ' " ©2.00

«

Spontaneous adoptefs, who probgbly have the lengthiest experience

Y v

with their ihnov;tion; report mofe secondary .receimems than grant -applicants,
who id torn report moref§ecéndary»recéivers than do 'fPquests onlyv"™,

Tahle 5~6 shows the degree tn which the 120 adopfers‘(who ware

4 »

interviewed in Phase 17) ennducted various diffusion activities, suchonos

- 9

abont the TMPACT ihnovations.(lﬂ per cent), and other diffusion act- s

¢

jvities (42 per cent). Again, we see the.conciderable activity of

’ B ’ -

adopters in engaging in secondary.diffusinn activities, -

PO w

Nov we turn to the issue of whether rhe;secondary-diffusiqn,

N
i LY

reported by responding pequests, is alsd confirmed by the. secondary

~

3

receivers,

Tt e - '

Ts the commuriication about the IMPAC™ jnnovation reported hy the

o

N .

nrimary ~ominators (srantees, spontaneous adoptersyand requestors) con-

~

pe

firmed by the secondary receivers? .

There is 1ittle doubt that this actuzﬁ communication dAid occur,
. ] . £ : ,

hut the importance nf the communicatien in. creating knowledge-awareness
"y e ] . . ‘. .

L

EEET R

”

Average Mumber of Secondary Receivers .




S=1h

amcomum>ocsH IOYARI anog ay3 3o mnwwaovm 02T AQ SSTITATIOY UOTSAIFTQ

) -

.
,.. ¥

Y . @ e . [ o . ® ® ) °
@ : . .
: . e T
\ oo (02T=N)
%98 %CY %8¢ , %98 sTe30g
3+ ; i \\ R )
- ¥ | (Pg=N)
s . , . Tl : 4 mﬁﬂawm:soo
%6 Nmm . ) wmmm. ‘ %16 uUsSpnilg-03-3uspnilg’ .%
" . “ . . (9T=N)
. RSL %LE %8¢ %SL . SdIL ¢
) g , ” :
) T (b=
%98 %1y AX %98 - ubTsaq pepINY °g
N . : | W (92=N)
%18 %8S ° %ce - %18 . RIS ¥IdXT T
"S9T3TATIOY (-°02d ﬁmmosmxnoz nOHum>o:cH uoTakaouuy ” UOT3PAOUUT
UoTSNIITA Je’ sNTe] Se so¢mzH 8y} noqe JIOYJAWI Yyl anoge |
9aIyg ¥yl Jo yoms) mwaua>ﬂuo¢ . saadeg sjoam SUOTIPSIDAUOY.* = L
duQ 3ISEST 3Y  UOTSNFFTA I9YI0 ;;,J ¢ 3 ) - Tewosasd ‘ :
SOTATATIOY UOTSNIFTJ SNOTIRA Umuoﬂvcou umsu.mﬁwumovﬁ Jo abejusdasg t :
- . “ 7 3 { N a T e S , o toL
« " - Iy ! : : :
.cOHum>oczH %n ‘sI9ATOO9Y Axzepuodag 03 L
*9~-§ 9Iqe}

“

Q

L

RIC ™
1 'Full Text Provided by ERIC




[[ER\/

\ . -

a i o

. or in affecting adoption-decisions about the innnvations is rather limited. .

¢

s For exanrle, while 71 ner cent of the secondary receivers in Phage TIT - .
- r-4 . . e .

. e [,

report thatsthe nrimary nominator mentjoned the IMPACT innovation to : N
them, onlv 27 per cent of the gnenndary reerivers indicate that the \\\\

primary nominator-was the first sourae of information ahout the IN©LOT \\\\
innévtion for them, o I ' o o

. s

¢ “he I''PACT hroghure was the mnet {rnoriant ayarencess-knowled;r

sowrse of information For seeondary receivers (40 net cent): it was

~often passed along by the derartment chairman, by other_hisher-rankin-

administrators (e.z., dean, director, ete.,) nr hy colleagnes, or rpceived S .

) :
. .

directly hy mail rom the Exvon Educatinn Fnundation. _
/ .(7% . * o] L0 ¥ * . . ) -
, . Ahont ‘24 per cent of the secondary receivers in Fhase 117 reported

they Aid nat hedr of the IY'CT innovation-at 211, ang 7 per cent dis- | v

rlaimrd thar the pfimary’nomiﬁagor told them ahout one of the 1¥PAC" S

. . .
-

innovations (althongh the primary nominator had”rnportadfsuoh.éhmmuninat— - .

~

jon). The discrepancy in the reported communication between primary nom-

>
1

inator and the secondary rereiver micht be dye tn forzetting hv the cnpond-
aryv reecniver, who were interviewed in Phase III some 2 .to 18 months after
... such communication had been reported by°the primary ‘nominator,
\ e

e . s

: . - N . .
“Yho Participates in. Secondary Diffusion?
v .9

tyr second research sub-question about secordda+y diffuysion is:
) )

N

- - £ a
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v i . e
“nw dn the responding requests who report talking with secondary ‘
receivers differ on individual "and institutional variables from the
responding requests who do not report talkinpg to secondary.receivens? .
Tn order to answer this question, we contrast (1) the 1,805
. Va . Y o ' . ) .
resnonding requests (49 per cent of tie tatal of 3,672 responding .
raquests) who reported talkins with ar least one sedondary receiver, =7
. - —
uith (?) the 1,893 respondine requests (51 pee cont of the total) whe
. . 2 i
1id nnt tall to a =econdary receiver.
Tanle 5-7 shows that the respondin: requests who reported
~ e : . ‘ ® - N : e .
spgondary Tagrivers: ‘ - ’
1, Requested, informdtionvehant Tewcs of the four INPACGT .
innovaticas, : ‘ e n
’, "ad s1igbt1y leamar temwrn ot their nresent institotion, .
7. Were slichtly rore inacvative in rhoir1fe&nhin3 Trthode,
4, dere 21irhtly vonunger, .
2 5. Were more.likely to have earned a doctorate. Y

,

"3, Were somewhat less 1likely to be professors than administrators.

N :
. 7. "ive elirhrly more weicht to teanhinz in the perceived
. y
~ reward syorem,
. ) . ) e
« 2, fre at privarcirisg with gmaller etpdent a=~nllnents,
, . 7. Are at upiversities with lower “ourmar 2caderic ratings,
» L 3
173, *re mrre 1iFely ra he adnnters of _one of rhe IMpACY
IR SIS e
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Tnnovetlon-

“onprallv, however, ve ind relatively sodegt diffey q}ycon hntrwenn
N - ) : ki 4

the Tespondins Crecuests :tho roport secondary roce%vars,‘and“thqu whn
dr not.® “héther or rint a Phase T requestor Aiscusces one of the

-4

STVPAMT innovations with a colleague or not does not serm to be very

¥

fi11ly Axplained hy. personal.or institutional characteristics of the

requestor,

..
-

“rimarr Peguestors Versus Seenndar: Receivers

.

ur $pb-question #3 isr ‘Tow do the'primary nominators differ

from thr secondary receivers.on individual and institutional character-

.

o . .
. = -
? " Y . J

isties?. : : T ) :

3
.

o

‘or simplicity s sake, we use the rerm “primary nominators” tn .

refer to our TPhase ITI respondents whe nominated the sec¢ondary receivers

-

that e f@lﬂﬁhon97intaniewed.*”’Iﬁ comparison with the secondary -

.
.

rncnivyrs,‘thn nrimary nominators are chaﬁacterized (rable S5-8) by:

- 1) preater.lilelihond to request more than one of the font

1
. . -

1 v - h ) B ‘

‘TPAC% innovations. e - L >

M '
, f . A
-

T L2) “harter tenure at their present institution,

~3
3

=

» - ) 5 .

*or o we find important differences across the four TMPACT inne-
vati~~g, so thoy are nnt veported_in Table S-7.

-

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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O

Wi tha 78 nrimary nominatars from our Phace TTI are only. part of the
?,A9% retpnnﬁinérequesrs from our rhase T, so the charattéristic§
of the two’ samples (in Tahle 5-7 and in Table 5-8, respectively)
are Aifferent, ' ' ' '

) o . .];iiB;
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( 1) rOanroy inr\nv,’v rivonne e, dy '-dﬂ[‘f:’ RN K to- nlhi ne . met hnrl 3,
4 /|~| 1 H ;‘] . 1~1dnl ‘\ry'(\. .
. . N . s 4"
N . k) -
78) . slishriy hicher percenta e wirh dneroratn degrees, -
‘ . : . ‘ ’ )
(A) + #reatnr likerlihood to he administratars, )
. 'S ) -
) - . \ L3 > + . >
£7) “reater weight siven te teaching in.the nerceiverd reward system,
fR)  ewaller studert enrallmept at their inerirrtion,
. . C . Ab ) - . - 3 *
ra) * ~Tiehriv hirher “aarman rating €or their institution,
R ‘A vhen we rnmpafn the rhararterictirs of the rwn dindividnaia
' . TN
. i
in tha crimary nominaror-secondary reraiver dyrade, we senerally find
csome Tather marked differances, .
v - atire af Sacprdary MiFfneine - - »
. .
' L
Our research sub-quastion #5 is: What is the nature of secondary
p . : . . 3
AjFfucion 2ot the 77 (M) innovatione? ’
. [ . ) -
s nature nf the secnnrdary diffusion e She i1 lurinatad by )
» : _ B .
examininz (1) the frequency of the interaction, (2) the place - .
. . P R G .
. * ’ " .
where the. c*bmmunjicati on“took place, (3) the Gontent of the reported
: . , S
comyar asd o (hY thn avdpnt ta oiieh At enn EE R rnnj' ' Ia0m aliont nne ng
- . - . " S~

B

") ; .
AF tha ™ 27 daanyatrinae, and (5) thn avinat ta yhiech the Zaaandrry ?
- . . . . v . RN -
- d P
rorpitnre haua eines grantad rhe Mo 07 Janavarione
. “ . .
o " -

<Y imaty— cine anr et nf the coenndar s rapcivara a1 Thaes T3
2 ’ -
. -~
eav Floav have apyrae Hjeroaged ang of thee 1 - iqnovet inqg with ‘.;;3(-
. ’ ) s
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Perrentacn aFf Searondary: Recpiye~g ’

Froequency of Iateradtion

v) - Vover ) ) '. 79-:, . . . ,
. . I3 d : -~
3 ¢ ~ ~
2 . .
a Toaaen — 9"'”-’. o
i , . ¢
J . - g .
! . Twice - - . - 15" . . -
: ¢
8 o
Three times / . 19 N
A ‘ ‘
R b ime 1 g h
. ) time .. 1 a - B
G . \
Tiga rimes ? 10" 5 ‘ ’
’ - o more ———
LY L3 ° . -
i ' Pral - ’ - ‘ 190" . . : e
& . * ) ‘
’\ ' " E ind - . N 3 .
(2) Farty—tuo ror cent of the <neandary veceivere interviewved jo
. Phaen TT1 said enntact with the primary nomiratror occurred only cacraily,
. . ]
, _Abour 21 ner cert reparted that it occnrred at departmental or enllpon-
Tevel maper S, .and £ ner @ent gaid it oepnrraed through carresponda oo, :
. ’ “:a ‘ ) ’ i » ) . -
trlenheqe cnTYg. or remns, : - ~
v , . - ’ r.‘&\
» . : D .
i . ' - (2 “he .Qﬂﬂnndﬂr‘}‘ AifFieinn that necnyrrad geldom ineluded stieense’o? "
£y ‘ . . B " .
' . ’ - . =
exnp~iopr~ of the nrivary rominator with the 7 TifY qnnayatian, " octilv,
P ’ . : .
the ‘orimary nominator and se~ondary receivbr Fiscnssed the inanvation in »
. % : : K 2
: v , . . '
. ] -
- general , its teaching/counseling effectiveness, and various aspects of the .
TMPACT pragram (for ewxample, the propnsal nrocrdures, workshops; tho
e - . .. ! ) * . - .
* : . : g K y s
. sTant nroee<sy ete,). S0 the dyadic interaction hetween rrimar) nomir-= .,
L ! : B .
atere and” engondary reeeivers seldom inclndes peranacivo maceamaa ol .
the 79PA7  innavations, -0 . : o, :
L] - N .

¢
. Lt
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.. "74 nrimary neninarar Aid At vrge them reoadear vhe iaaevation, while
<. -~ . " B .

"~

‘ - . . i
o~ - 7 - o5
' Y PR - ) 3 » .
- . - - » -
w . .
! ' °
2 L . - -
' ’ ) N 3 . . . s . .
} ¢ 7Y oppher, 82 new rfant af the sopnrAars yeeeiynme drdipnte that .

~
.

. . v

. .

an1v @ nar eent eaid sarh urpging did nronr,cand 14 ner eent of the

N ”,
‘ .

ampnanAdnv rreeiveTS mutually considered the possibility of hdoptiﬁg , ' .9

2 T, S .

N

S orha Sanpvation with the nrimary nnminarar, tnovery Tiveln active .
s . ' . % . .

nopenneinn to adont the innovation noeprrersd in thes seenndary diffnsicre

\‘ -

e . v

~pAann~ g, ) : - .
. g . N
;
K] ’ * B . .
. -4 N s . ~ . . . N
TASN E AT A nar nent oF the cacnrdary rocnivers alngled one of the
T A ; i -
TR UACT fannuntione, and "mﬁ" A€ thesn adniters (5 np~ gesr) wore ~ot . - ®
L . < o o ) ) e
Paflye prad "_‘,'- the  TMVIC Aaprprrar hopprogs Cihay Tt op "".""“'*‘ nrior o .
N . ! »
R \
BRNalalLas T 1.1770 ) o C . - ¢ M - . 3 .
« ’ » . -
LI N v " . -
. e
* ',b AT entn des e ne i‘nformation cihyant  the 100 0 jv\n(‘hg'»f’-nnq Lo
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Ma v Tean n:!(ﬁ" armand in thn gcnnn(‘a;r\f AT sednn Fram ""‘1"37':’ nAamiratare : . R
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g . O ) N \ . . * .
rersnt e’ nn "‘C","’?T“!‘""{L’.' - . A . o ]
‘ . ' [ . ’ " y
o T N ®
o ) . R
N wprndarine in Sacnndrry NifFfucioang
"hat are the Mhoundapies”(in terme af the characteristics of e
- o -
B . i . N - . QA , R Vs R
Fhaen ~hn iateract) arcind the comminication 2hent the T° A0 Sannysbionc
Frar ~rima=y nominatore ro sedandary roceiyere” .
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3 r
B . . ) , 0 A paatrn . . PN &
? o Nere we want to Astermire whether those dvadic pairs of oprimary
y : ¢ - . ‘

nominators and secondary ‘recnivers who interact about the IMPACT innovat-

; " " *ions are homophilous* (similar) or heterophilous in their personal 2nd

®  ‘instirutional.characteristics. For instance, do administrators interact

-

263. " with admihiétratots, and professor with professors;. abont the IMPACT
_ ianVAtions? Table 5-9 shows some evidence for thiérhomophiinus tendency.
Similarly'wé found that homophily decurred between the dyads of

. *primary.noninators/secondary receivers on the fellowing variables:

1, Age et T
- 2, Possession of a doctnrate decree, ‘ %

oo : 3, Adoption of one_of the TMPACT innovations.

4, Student enrollment at the individual's institntion, ¥

o

5. Height given to teavh)n" in the. indiv1dua1 s perception nf

N -~ the institution’'s reward systemnm,
- : i T e
A, Gourman rankins on acadefic quality. , ' ;

In addition, we foupd a high decree of discipiinary homophily
in the d¥adic interaction that constitutes the‘qecondaﬁy diffusion,

'”“ " Previously we'streséed'that much (about half) of the secondary diffusion

, . - 3 % . D

* lomoghilz is the degree to which seurce -rexeiver pairs are similar in

certain attributes, {eterophily is commun10at1on between unallkes.,

’
i

%% U'e faund a very high degree of homoohllv on all of the 1nsr1tu*)nnal . C ;
rharacterlsticq here, partly becauep much of the seoondary dxffusvnn -

) ncenrred within the same institution, .

.
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' Table 5-9. Teaching Versus Administrative Positions of
' : ' Primary Nominator/Secondary Receiver Dyads.
/ Y | .
" . . ’ e
SR Secondary Receiver's Position . ‘
Primary - )
Nominator's Teaching Lo - -
P031t10n Faculty- Administrators Totals
Teaching faculty 108 . 47 . 155,
T T (T70%) . (30%) ) (100%)-
Administrators < 69 | 95 164
(vice~presidents, (42%) - (58%) (100%)
deans, directors;
department chalrmen, : o
ete.) IR _'_ -
‘Totals 177 ST e 142 319%

*In 9 of the ?29 dyads, either the prxmary nomlnator or the
secondary recelver d1d not 1ndlcate their teachlng/admlnlstratlve

-position.

-

.l




. : el 5=27 o : T e
). _. . ,;- . S, . N '\\\4 ~- : - { )
occurred within the primary nominator's department (Table 5-3)yhence this

¢

communication occur§ between individuals in the same dise 1ngi\\fbout
’ ‘*ii ) /A‘ ) . " ' L ‘ T~
. . ﬁ . . ) | “ _ ,
) 4jone-third of the;squﬁdary,diffusion occurred outside of thé,primary N
e .
: _q i . Ly

i v : ."' - - » -
§

. “,'nom1nator s departmént, and hence was heterophilous (that is,,cro»sed

. I
<
- 1 K

disciplinarf lines). Une=-tenth of the secondary diffuqion was w /h

' . : R . . . ¢

secondary receivers at other univefS¥tiés'(than the\prima:y'nominatoros);

REMEL LY LR A

somewhat less than half of this interaction was between dyédiq‘parthers of the

[V . .
$ . ' - T & ¥ P

- same discipline. - So overall, more than 50 per cent of the secondary diffﬁéﬁBq_

occurred hetween pairs of individuals in the same discibline?'

a . . °
' .

Tertiary Diffusion

a °

o . o

To what extent do the secondary receivers communicate the IMPACT

innovations to "tertiary receivers"?

Ner

We have previously reported that 49 per cent of the total

L number of.responding requests have talkedcabout the IMPACT innovation

o,
o
= .

with at least one“colleague. OUtvdf the 328 seccxdarf receivers fhat we

. sampled in Phase TII, 38 per cent report communicating ahout the IMPACT , «

{nnovations with at least one tertiary recsiver (Figure 5-1),. ""ha average
number of tertiarv receivers reported by the 3728 secondary receivers (in

_Phase TTI) is 1.55 (Tahle 5-10), a fisure considerahly higher than the

averare 0.92 secondary receivers reported hy the responding requests

Il

(Tah1e 5=3),

»

* e acknowledge of roursp, thar a sinzle disciplire f?crnrdwn« tn
our classification prpsented under research question #5) does not alwevs cnn-
stirnro a department, 2lthonugh this 1q usually the case, v

12




» \, . 5‘28 ~
. \\ ' ? '
, \
- i
,\ B E‘\ ) ) womrartms s s 2a 528 e i b 1ot ;‘
.. | Phase 1 . Responding
. |Sample ., , Requests~ o
& ‘of 3,698 . | - (N=3,698) . ‘
. \ . ,
T~ . N S ”
‘, Iy . - . AN . .
: - S o R
] 617 o
i A B I ,
_} o : 7= "' Did not talkftp a secondary receiver.
\ : o -~ -about ‘an IMPACT innovation. . .
\\‘ . . {}- T S - .9 )
A T 4 - '
- Phage III - Secondary ’
* Sample - - Receivers. = ~
- of 328 o - (N=3,392) .
RN . N ‘
. N
. \ ’
o M\ (622) | |
N . ‘ - '
(382) N .
. S T ~ Did not talk to a tertiary receiver
’ \"F . - iL R . about an IMPACT innovation.
Estimated ) . o i
from the |, ‘ Tertiary =~ . . 4 .
y Phase III: ] Receivers  ° .
- Data |} | T, (N=5,253) . ’
L R )
N\
~
\ .
\ ~
| - ~ .
\ N
| X
k ¥
\
\ .
) ; '\\\ ) ’ . B .
Figure 5-1. Secondary and Tertiary Diffusion about the IMPACT
! Innovations from Requests to Secondary Receivers ;
- | to Tertiary Receivers.
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) | ) -4 ‘ S ’ ‘ ’ . o
LI . Table 5-10.. . .Extent of Tertiary Diffusian by LOCdthH of
R ‘ E the Tertlary Recelver. :
T . , S : Percentage of ~  Average
' ‘ ' .~ Secondary Receivers ~ Number of
. - o ) “Talking to Tertlary Tertiary o
o Location of -+, Receivers. @ . Receivers
. . Tertiary Receiver  ° ‘ - (N= 328) Talked to ve
1. Within samé department T 32.3% T . 0.74' Co 7‘3
2. Within university - 2L.3% - ¢ 0.53< )
’ 3. Outside of university © o 5.8% “10:i28
‘Percentage of secondary .. 38.0% Average 1.55 )
receivers talking to at S number ' of '
least ane tertiary receiver e . -tertiary
) C receivers

talked tq




o

et ol the tap inry roecivera are loeated within the cecondary

14
o receiver's department, Tewer ore elsrwhere at the same unﬁVPrsity,vand
o Sti¥1 fewnr are at another uriversity. As we vroparted nrevinusly in
Z . G - - ) : L )
X the case of <econdrry diffusion frow respcndin~ requests to secondary:
;, ) v - « i ) . ]
- ; , : R .
— ————"Y¥&¢aivers, -the tertiary diffucion from segondary receivers tares place
|- A . . XN' ». ;‘
1 R n LI : )
to ter+iary receivers whn are organiratienally and’ physically clnse tn
. 5 ‘ ’ ’ © -
. _ ’ o o
them, ¢ . i .
.
r P . .
*
‘:‘ A,.“ H " .
h S .
3 ' * N N -
hod ¢ .
. - .
.
. .
. o
- ‘I_’
L . .
~ [
’ . ¥ - w
, ‘
\
o
4?" - -
. - ; B . .
3 \)‘ B N : . . v o
ERIC L 128 ‘: K
‘ - . ; o v 1 .




c8-31 X

RESEARCH QUESTION #3: * RESISTANCES AND BARRIERS

- b
v

~  Our research questionb#3 is: What" are the most impotrtant resistances

and barfiers to the diffusion and adoption -of the four innovations?

%

We seek to provide answe:é to this question with data bearing on

(1) reasons for npn-adoption,‘(Z) reasons for requesting 1nformation.about

N

the IMPACT innovations, (3) computer-dependence of the two IMPACT innovations

as a barrier to their adoptiom,’ (4) compatability of the inventor's computer

-

with the adopter's, (5) lack of knowledge of a computer languagé;.(ﬁj the per-

centage of responding requests who have adopted for eomputer—dependent and -in-

»

dependent innovations, and (7) the degrqe to which inngvationddecisfons'are

collective ratner than individual/optional “in nature.

¥
’

< : .
Reasons for Non*@doppion

3

Table 5-11 presents the most important reasons for non—adoption of the

four IﬁPACT 1nnovations given by the Phase I responding requests in answer'to
a direct QUestion. For the four IMPACT innovations coﬂbined, the most 1mpor—
tant reasnns are: | "

1. Unavail;biiity of funds to adopt.- .
2. Not enough time.avéiiabie.

3. Unavailabilitf of specially trained personnel (for example,

a computer programmer).

These three reasons for non-adoption of the unavailabiiity of funds, time,

N

.

and special personnel, are consistently the most important across the four

;nnoVations‘(Table 5-11) . . Together, these thrée'reasoné constitute 56 per cent
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of all the 4;702 reasons given;* 'The'impoitance of these ti‘ree reasQns was
- confirmed by our 30 telephone interviews with non-adopting :éduests 1nk*\
" March, 1975. : _ ’ S

Tab}e 5-11 only presents the nine main re#sons for noh-adoption, each,

. . , .
of which was mentioned by at least four per cent or more of the responding

teqdests. The additionalz6§3 reasons, made by 14 per cent of the responding

réquests, 1nciudé (1n:hpgrcximate order of 1mportance):“
1. Lack of a transferablq~compufgr,pfogrqm for implementing .

the IMPACT innovations of EXPER SIM or TIPS. -

2.' Doubts about the usefulness of the computer-related
instructional approach (for EXPER SIM or TIPS)..
" 3. Students' negative attitudes toward computer use (for

EXPER SIM or TIPS). - °

LN

4. Lack of adequate informatioﬂ about the IMPACT innova-

tions:

i

5. Unavailability of apﬁr&ﬁrtﬁte;course—related subject

matter (for. using Guided"Design).

6. Doubts'AEoutlthélability of multiple-thoice questions to
' measure coufsé—relgted content (for TIPS).

7. Doubts about the effectiveness of. students as counselors

- . 4 ~

0 (Student~to-Student Counseling).

. : ! , :
8. Class size is too small to warrant use, as the innovation

(T;PS) would bé'unecoﬁomigal.

9. Does not.fit the needs of the responding'request's'1nstitution.
4 ) & o . . v

kN . -
BN

)

*Each responding request in Phasé I was allowed to give more than one
reason for not adopting if he/she wished; the 3,698 responding requests actu- '
ally provided 4,702.reasons, an average of 1.27 reasons per responding request. .2
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~ Reasons for Requesting Information

Another kind of insight into resistances to adoption is provided,}-

in reverse, by the, reasons our Phase I responding requests gave for ‘re=.

-
- .

queéting information about the four IMPACT innovations. ‘Wé,f;und°14 reasons

e
@

were most frequentiy mentioﬁed, which are clasqified 1nto°fouf;main céte-
gories (Table 5-12). - . ° ’ o

3

2

Table 5-12 shows that the three most frequently-mentiohed réasons'for"

v

" requesting information, across all four IMPACT innovations are:

ct

1.' The apparent potential of the innovation for the - B

requestor's cows/counseling situation (56 per cent).

~ ©

2, 1In Brder tO"improve“teaching/counseling effective- .

’

ness (28 per cent).
3. In-ordef_to make a grant.proposal to the Exxon Edu-

- eation Foundation (ib pervgent).

- . - ' g v

" Table 541315how9 these reasons are generally consistent across the

four IMPACTvinnovations.

e

. .Overall, thése data suggeSt that the main rEaéoh for- requesting infor-
‘ . s oo . -
mation about the four IMPACT innovations is their perceived relative advan-

1

tage over existing teaching/counseling practice,7followed-§y a general inter-
- \

est in educational innovations. Later in this chapter, in research question
" #7, we return to the issue of the perceived attributes of the four IMPACT

.. i.innovationms.

~
[R—

Computer-Related Issues

Several of the minor reasons given for not adopting one of the IMPACT

: ‘ 132
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Table 5-12.

2

. Most Important Reasons for ﬁéqugsting Information

about the IMPACT Innovations, Mentioned by the

/

Phase I Responding Requests.

A w -\”
=}

‘ . Number" of Percent of .
Reasons . Responding Responding
Mentioned Requests Requests

I. Potential Utility in Teaching/Counseling, 2,255 567 -
T 1. Will improve teaching/counseling (727) (187%)
effectiveness - ’
2. Will help develop course materials (118). . (3%)
3. To compare with "my own 1nnovation - . (272) (7%)
and/or to incorporate into "my own '
«nnovation" _
- 4., Want to uge in the course as it seems {906) (22%)
promising L
5. Use it for helping the institution's ©.(126) (3%)
pressing problems (e.g., open admission) R '
) 6. To stimulate students' interest (106) (3%)
II. Informational Search 1,113 287
7. To find out more details about the N (573) (147%)
innovation - .
8. Curiosity . (155) (4%)
. General interest in teaching/counseling - (343) . (9%)
’1nnovations ) T ’
10. Collecting it for the institution's (42) (1%)
library and/or grant office
1 4 S
I1I1.(11) To Make a Grant Proposal to the 402 107 g
-~ Exxon Education Foundation
Iv. Other Reasons 263 67% )

12 Suggested by others to request (168) 47)

information about the IMPACT program

13. Help make more efficient use of (83) (27) -

resources :

14. For use of others who are members (12) (0%)

of the computer consortium or network ‘
‘Total number of reasons given 4,033 100%

by the responding requests
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s

innovations (reviewed previously in this section) dealt with computer

- :
problemu. Two of the four IMPACT innovatlons, EXPER ‘SIM and TIPS, are N
computer—related and we investigated the importance of this issue ‘as a
reason for non—adoption. Generally, we, expected that the computer—depen— ) .

" dence of EXPER SIM and TIPS might be a retarding influence on their rate

of adoption;

We asked all respondlng Jrequests in Phase 1 if they had ever used

-

¢

computer—assisted teaching methods. The responding requests for EXFFR GIM

~and TIPS (our two computer—dependent innovations) are about twice as likely

to have previously used some form of computer—assisted instruction. as ,/Fﬂo '?

@ i

'.are the respondlng requests for Guided Design and btudent -to-Student ' - s

~ funding, administrative support, colleagues enthusiasm, etc.) might be Ty

' 4 [ -

Counseling (Table 5-i4). . £

Further, we asked all of the Phase 1 responding requests for EXPER SIM -

and TIPS whether or mot they had ever: used’a computer (l) for research pur- - .:

poses, and/or (2) for teaching purposes. Table 5-19 shows that both adopters
and nom‘adopters (among the respondlng requests) were equally experienced in |

N /
computer use, so previous computer experlence could hardly be a barrier to

>,

adoption of EXPER SIM ‘and TIPS (hdwever lt is true that the non—adopters
s -
computer experience was more likely to be for research than for teachlng)

- . K .
- v
e

Thus, the lack of prior computer experience does not .seem to be a very

3 N .

importantvbarrier to the adoption Jf EXPER SIM and TIPS, two computerjéepen—

T .
- -

dent innovations.

1+ »
. v.
IS 1

: : v L
Barriers to adoption seem not to be due to 'resistance*to—computer" at-

.t1tudes. However, it is possible‘that such variables as computer compatability,

-

computer languages,!and the unavallab lity of computers (machine~related o B RN
3 / . .
9 {
reasuns), and/or other adminlstratlve and 1nst1tutional factors (such as
{

-

N Sy 185 e

- ’ . .-
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. 5-38 - A - @
Table 5-14. Prev:l.Ous Use of Computer-ASsisted Instruction by the .-
' Responding Requests for the Four IMPACT Innovations, ' @
by Non-Computer-Related and Computer-Related Innovatioms.
“ . ' . . &
Non-Corhput'ér—- B ) . -
Relatéy Innovations  Computer-Related ” .
. (Guided Design and “<Innovations - All Four "
Previous Student-to-Student .~(EXPER SIM and Innovations .
Use of . , \(iounseling) TIPS) . Combined : :
Computer-Agsisted i : 3 : !
Instruction Number Percentage ‘Number Percentage Number Percentage .'.
1. Have used 189 12z 327 26% 516 19% "
2. Have not used 1,340 . 88% 912 74% 2,252 81%
L . . R . - e - ——— '
R Totals 1,529 100Z 1,239 100% 2,768% - 100% '
*0f the 3,698 responding requests “in Phase-I, 930.(25 pé.r ‘cent) did not .
, indicate; whether or not they had used computer-assisted instruction. )
o
) ) . .
w= °
rd " .
: !;1 g
3 . i - 1 36
.}‘ Ly .
be - * - .
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Table 5-15. Previous Use of Computers for Research and/or Teaching R
' by Responding Requests of EXPER SIM and TIPS, by Adoption. )
. | . . All EXPER SIM
; v . " Have - - Have No ';te."sl Eigsn
- ‘ oL , Have: Intention Intention ° Re P t}' &
Have previously . Adopted _ to Addpt . to Adopt _ _ - quests:
TUsed Computers (N=69) "(N=60) - (N=1,298) Number Percentage
° 1. Have Not Used % . . 3% ¢ 1z - 229 16% |
Computers - ° . s : o
> - : . o N Wl ' =
. II. Have Used Computers 86% 97% 867 1,198 . 84z
'+ 1. For research only .  (3%) = T  (15%) Ty To92)  @sm ¢
| 2. For teaching only . 97) - iy (11%) ‘ (154) . (112}
3. For both teaching ~ (74%)  °  (75%) (587) . (852) (60%)
and research B » - : .
Totals  100% 1007 . 100% 1,427%  100%
*0f the 1,558 responding requests for EXPER SIM and TIPS, 131 (8 per cent)
did not answer the question abpout computer experience. T S
. , R
/. L
/
o / 0
. - ( . J[ v,
/ y ‘
.‘! * 2:-’ -
; - i e - W
: g o IR g
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. )
~L
resistance factoryto. the diffusion and adoption of EXBEZR SIM and TII?S. - @
L . Computer Compatability Problems
. . - Y
) ) At - . \ A . . ' - |
We expected that the compatability of computers and of computer pro- _ ®

-

grams written in an appropriate 1anguage might be va barrier to the wider

1

diffusion of ‘the two computer-related innova{itions. We find some support
: e . ,

for t'n.ie =xpect‘ation in the data from Phase I and II. |, .
“Tabl=2 '5-16 shows that all.but six of the 42 adopters (14 per cent) of ' . .
EXPER SIM and TIP3 had computers that were compatiblé with those of the in- | .
v . : . R . @

ventors, or sub-inventor. EXPER SIM was developed by Professor Dana Main,

while she was at the 'University of Michigan,on an IBM 360 computer. TIPS
was developed by Professor Allen C. Kelley on the UNIVAC 1100 series and
IBM 360 and IBM 370 series computers. These are relatively large-sized. com-

puters that tend to be found mainly at larger universities.

EXPER SIM has been*adapted for use on sm.éller-si_zed computers Art 'Cromer's pe
~LESS pro‘gran‘ for EXPER SIM at the Univer%ity of Louisville (Chapter 3)”runs on -

a PpP-9 computer and an’ HP 2006' series computer; James‘ Ullrich aat;“the Unii;er-» ‘
'Asity"of-Mo_ntana has written EXPER SIM for the DEC 10 conxputer. The availa- P
'bility' of EXPER SIM computer programs on these smaller-sized computers ‘seems

to be an important boon to the diffusion of EXPER SIM* ; v

We found that only four adopters of EXPER SIM (15 per cent) did not.have @
‘a co{ixpatible computer to that of the University of Michigan. 'fhese four adop-
ters were using (or planning to use) either the University of Louisville (LESS),

or the University of Montana, program, or were. writing their own computer program ' .

. .. “ . ‘ . - . N 1
-« .

" *Recent telephone interviews conducted by the Center for Research on
Learning and Teaching at the University of Michigan with the adopters of

puters sueh as DEC IC,. XERSX Sigma 9, and other smaller computers. v @

138
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i

to suit the computef facilities at.theif respective

L4

campuses.

i

The 26 adopters of EXPER SIM that we.interviewed in Phase II use the

innovation on the following computers:-

T
”

.LESS

. Totals 16 ljzl'

MESS Adopter's Own
Computer Program ' . Program - Progiap ' Totals
“cne 6500 B 2 "o 0 (owme 2
DEC 10 I 1/2- 1 1/2 Ullrich's) 3
General Automation 1830 . 1/2 1/2 o - 1
Hewlett Packard: 2000F 0" 1 0 1
Honeywell 2040/2020 1/2 1/2 o 1
IBM 360 1 .. 0 1.
IBM 360/67 . ' 1 -0 I -
IBM 360/75 2 0 2
IBM 360/370 1 0 1
BM370 © - - 312, /2 0 4
'IBM 370/135 : 1 0 0 1
IBM 1130 1/2 1/2 0 1
1BM 3701 T 0 0 1
PDP 10 0. 1 0 1
CPDP 11/20 0 1 0 1
SEC 10 0 .1 .0 !
Sigma VII 0 0 - 1 (owm) ' 1
UNIVAC 70/46 1 o = 0 1
UNIVAC 1110 1/2 . 1/2 0 1
7 2 1/2 26

~ The inventor of,TIBSﬂhas provided technical ‘assistance to TIPS grantees

in getting ﬁﬁe TIPS program "up"fbn their domputer.' Only;tﬁb adopters are

faced with;the-p;bblem of computer incompatibility for TIPS. The 16 adopters

!

!

/

o 140
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v
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kY

of .TIPS that we_intérviewéd use the Innovation on the foliowing computers:.

-

: ) Number of& .
Burroughs 3500 R .
‘ CDC 6000 L1 .
. ceswo g o "
- IBM 360 - & -5 V ’
. IBM 360/370 U
* IBM 370 ‘ o2
IBM 370/155 \l , Q
IBM 1110/1106 11 \, i
| * . UNIVAC 1100 2
- ' ' uXerox'Sigh;ué 1

i
B L4
' 2

Previously in- this section, we presented the various reasons given by .

our Phase I reéponding requests for not adopting the IMPACT innovatioms. .

- -,

"Table 5—17 presents'the computer?relevant reasons for ﬁonéadoption by the

[

" EXPER SiM and TIPS responding requests. These reasons combined represeﬁi

about® 12 per cent of the 2,179 reasons given for mot adopting.

" Im suﬁméfy, (1) a majority of EXPER SIM and TIPS adopters are using

computers compatible-with those of the inventors and/or sub-inventors, and

. v

(2) the availability of computer ﬁrog}ams For smaller-sized'computers for
EX?ER SIM, and the provision qf techq;cél assistance by\the‘inventorvdf TIPS
and his staff,ﬂhave helped 6g§rcome broblems of computer compatibility for
EXPER SIM gndkTIPS adopters., 'We do not kno& exactly, howgver,vhow 1mpor£an£

computer compatibility pfoblems»are for potential adopters who did not adopt.

3

a7 . | . . . o
- Genierally we conclude that problems of compatibility of the inventor's"

-

computer with the adopter's are not a very important barrier to adoption.

h) . )
0 . - °
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. , L] N . . N
But our data bearing.on this point are rathér weak.

< ‘ i .
3

Eack of.Combuter Knowledge

*

.~ Not only does it assist-a.potential adopter to have a computer com-
patible with the inventor's in order to adopt EXPER SIM or TIPS, but'it

¥

also helps a great deal if the potential adopter *knows an appropriate com-

'
-

puter language. ) -

Among ‘the 42 "adoptérs of EXPER SIM and TIPS that we 1nterv1ewed only
‘nine (21 per cent) did hot know a computer language (Table 5- 18) So most

of the adopters are sophisticated in a computer language.

Previously, in Table 5 15 we showed that only 16 per cent oE the
EXPER SIM and. TIPS responding requesto ‘did not have prior. experience with ,
COmputers for teaching or research purposes, and that 60 per cent had used

" computers for both teaching and ‘research purposes prior to their request.

”

' Thus, we conclhde-that knowledge of a oomputer language is not an im-

portant barrier to the adogtion of computer—related innovations like EXPER SIM

and TIPS._

A possible problem with computer—based innovations is‘that.the depen-
dence on a computer program makes the innovation somewhat less flexible in

- use, and prevents each adopter from "re-inventing" the innovation as it is

adopted and adapted to fit the adooterfs local conditions. The oegree of .

local pride in the innovation is thus less, as the professor éan'only say that

he/she is using "Dana.Main's EXPER SIM innovation", not his/her own version of

"Bill Brown s Student~-to~-Student Counseling . We gained the impression from

143
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our personal ehd telephone'interViews with. adopters that many of them S -
were "prima donnas" who have considerable pride in '"their" innovation;

this feeling of local pride may be stronger in Lhe case of Guided Design
. . I :

.and Student-to-Student Counseling, becausce, indced, the adopter had Lo a

: . - . ) LI '
greater extent 're-invented" them. - We deal with the issue of re-invention

i more detail in our research question #4.

—

N

. Ratiokof Adopters to Requestors

. i
B @

g . _Further 1n51éht into the degree to which the cemputer—depeddence of the ;
two IMPACT 1nnovat:ons (EXPER SIM and TIPS) may retard the1r adoptlon, but
not awareness—knowledge about them, is prov1ded in Table 5 19 Wc computed
.a ratio of adopters to respondlng requests in the form qf the percentagequ
reqponding requests who have adopted; This percentage is mucﬁ higher for

" Guided Design and Student- to—Student Counqellng combined (9 06 per»oent adop-

{ ting) than for EXPER SIM and TIPS combined (4.43 per cent adoptlng) These
- | data suggest that individuals aware of computer-dependé%} 1nnoyat10ns are

less likely to adopt them than in .the case of- computer-independent innovationms.

However, it must be kept in mind that ‘this difference between 9.06 per cent
and 4.43 per cent is almost totally due to the differences between Student-

L to-Student Counseling (12.06 per cedr) and TIPS (2.50 per cent), as EXPERkSIM

- . ) 3.

«

and Guided Desigh are almost identical in the percentage of responding requests .

o N ‘ N _
who have adopted. The high rate of adoptjon'of'Student—to—Student Counscling

may be due to the 1onger°period that has elapsed since its invention, as well

as its being computer—indeﬁendent.

o — o — ) ¢

. *Although there is 1Jtt1e difference between EXPER SIM <6 44 per (ent)
and Gqued Deslgn (6.33 per cent) when computed -separately.

i
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Table 5-19. Ratio of Adopters .to Responding Requests,'ﬁy .

Innovation. .
..) )
| o Student-to- All Four  \
. . Guided “Student Innovations
- EXPER SIM Design TIPS Counseling Combined
. - . ' . ) Y

I. Number of 760 1,120 798 © 1,020 3,698
*esponding ' 5
requests v I - -

27 ‘Number of 49 71 20 . . - 123 - 263
adopters . ' ’
Percentage of 6.44% 6.33%  2.50% 12.06% 7.11%
responding .
requests who - : . _
have ,adopted ' e T /

Ty .

y




...,,7_“«,‘.,“..—“—....‘,4

_We also looked.into'the>individua1 and institutional characteristics B

© of the adopters of EXPER SIM ano TIPS versus Guided Design and Student-to-

Student Counseling. We found few important differences, except that the
average student enrollment at instltutions where EXPER SIM or TIPS was

dopted was larger (11},000 to 15,800, respectively) than where huided Design

or Student—to—Student Counseling was adopted (9,800 ‘and 7,558, respectlvely).

- - 5 : o ) :
This size difference may be related to the nature of the innovations (for ¢
instance, TIPS is eBpecially useful”in,large lecture classes; which are
it > : )

more likely to be found at larger-sized ﬁniversities), or to the dependence

of EXPER SIM and.TIPS on. large computers which are more}often found at

larger—sized universities. ' ) : + ' o,

t .,
P

Overall, we conclude that the'computer—dependence of the two®IMPACT

e

\

innovations may be a barrier to their adoption, even though not® to awareness-

Y : - 4 ’ ke

,gnowledge about them, although our evidence on this point is notvvgrypst}ggg,
\ . ‘ ) f. e ey
N Collective Innovatiori Decision-Making .

A generalization from diffusion research (Chapter 2) is that innovation-
decisions take a longer,period of time, and the rate of adoption&is relatively
vslower, when they are made'hy groups or: committees instead of individuals.

a

So, a possible type of resistance/barrier to the IMPACT innovations is the

" degree to which adoptlon -decisions are made by several 1ndiv1dua1s.
(

Until this point\in the'present report, we have largely implied that

only the individual college professor or counselor was anolved in mdk:np

R 2
:
-

the 1nnovatibn—decision for\the four IMPACT innovations But Table 5-20

. . .
- B -

. \g161¢;f7
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r

| . 5-50 g ' K

shows a large number of adopters reported that (in 106 of the 120 adoptions,l3
a »
88 per cent) at least someone in addition to themselves was . involved in the

innovation~decision. In many cases, these others were colleagues, deans,
<

department chairmen, and other administrators. “In 12 per cent of theé cases,

only the individual was involved in the optional decision* to adopt.

r . — e

We found (Tqble 5-20) that Gl of’the 106 collective—decisions (51 per
cent) were‘influenced by colleagues, 61 (51 per cent) by deans, 46 (38 per

cent) by other admiﬁistrators like the vice-president for academic affairs,

. etc., and 43 adoption decisions (36 per cent) were influenced by .department -

chairmen. Inventors and‘sub—inventors were involved in 29 collective

- . “ . 7

innovation-decisions (24 per cent). Inventors were especially important in
theYCase of EXPER SIM and Guided Design (in the latter case, almost one-

third of the total- adoptions by April, 1975 occurred at West Virginia Univer-

. v
sity, and, quite naturally, Professor Charles Wales has been involved as

an lnfluence on these innovation-decisions) The relative importance of:

the'inventors/sub~inventors in the collective innovation-decisions is”due
to the fact that in Jmany caSes, (1) the inventor gave a seminar or‘vork-

shop (in addition to the twice-a~year IMPACT workshops) that the adopter

"attended, and in some instances, (2) one of the inventors/sub inventor

functioned as a consultant to assist the adopter in implementing the inno-

, .

vation.

Our personal and telephone interviews in Phase II with the 120 adop-.
; g . ,

)

ters show that from three to five individuals are typicallv involved in

*An optional innovation-decision is made by an individual regardless
,of ‘the decision of other members.of the system. In contrast, a collective
" innovation-decision is made, by a consensus among individuals in the social

system (Rogers with" Shoemaker, 1971, p. 36).
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the innovation-decisions for the four- "EMPACT innovations. Student—to-

- Student Counseling is somewhat more likely to be a collective innovation—
3

decision than are the three teaching innovations. Because~of the group

4
<

nature of tHeseé decisions, the rate of adoption may be samewhat slower

5

than if they were optional decisions. ’ Lt

e

[y .

It is, cf course,. not entirelx surprising‘that colleagues were often
* involved in Lhe innovation—decisions for the IMPACT innovations. Some~

times-these colleagues were jointly involved in teacﬁing a course (or in

a counseling center) and adoption of the IMPACT innoYation directlyﬂaf-

.fected their work.
Similarly, department heads, deans, and other administrators were
B ,

often involved in making the innovation-decisfon, especially if funds or

.

.other”institutional_resources ﬁere.neéded.' Many of the IMPACT brochures
#ere mailed to these administrators (Chapter 3), and'they subsequently

'passed them along to a faculty member/counselor with a suggestion for

h

possible adoption. ) - : : - -

(3

The strong influence of department heads and deans (and occasionally even .
Ve ’ : . ’

.- other administrators like the vice-president for academic affairs or the

/ : . ) .
president) is shown by the fact that many of our interviewed adopters said

[N

they had the'support of their department chairman and dean, and that this

support was important to them in adopting the innovation. o .

We conclude this'section with two conclusions.

»

1. Most of the adoption~decisions for the four IMPACT innovations may .

be collective rather than individual, involving colleagues, administrators,

A
[
-

60
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) ' and-inventors. ' .

2. Administrat&fs' support for! the IMPACT innovations is a rather

strong influence on the adopters' innovation-decisions.

1
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.RESEARCH QUESTION #4: MODIFICATION, EXPANSION, AND RE~INVENTION .

A
-

P . :
/ . Y P Lo

Our research question . #4 is:  To what extent are the four innovations

modified (such as being simplified or changed completely) in the process

of their diffusion and implementation?

3

+

On the badgs of reading the research literature on the diffyusion of
. [ '
innovations, one would gain the impression that the innovation is invariant;

~ -
PRl o LT .
. . i

ol i

that is, EXPER SIM as used by Professor A is exactly'the same as:that - L7
- / -
developed by/Professor Dana Main’ at, the University of Michigan for her

) Psychology 0 class. This is partly a false assumption Our Phase II1

-c

~ interviews with.adopters in the present research project indicate: that a cor-

; Tect {description of the typical:. innovation adoptiqn—decisibn;is usually one of

varying degrees of expansion and modification of the four IMPACT innoyations,l'

A - LI

if some cases perhaps almost amounting to "re-invention" of tke innovation.
;

| What is Modification, Expansion, and Re-Invention? : o

l Fifst, let us distinguish between modification, expansion, and re-
| , . . .
inJEntion. : ; y o : ] v i

' 1. Modification is the degree to which the adopters of an inno-

. vation change the original innovation into a somewhat differ- .
{- / ent form. ' . ~ o - Ch
\ / N
| 2A~ Egg sion is the degree to which the adopters of an innovation

A f’ add newer elements to the original innovation '\' /

! MK3" Re-invention is the degree to which an innovation is completely //

“changed by its adopters after its original invention. /
/ﬂ T
Modification may take several. forms, as we found in our analysis of /*

/ \
\
RS




1. Modification of the computer Brggram , when a new program

' is Written to suit @achine cqpacity and/or language facillLy.

.

A 2. Modification in the contents of an innovation, whereby

.% . . new materials are prepared in order to suit the particular
‘subject matter of the adopter. Such modification occurred .
for all four IMPACT innovations, although.to'aplessefvdegree
‘br Student- to-Student Counseling | |

3. ,Modification by .changing the format, procedures, and/or

manner of;presentation, whereby the adoptlers make suitable

 and necessary changes in the way they use the innovation.
§ ~  For example, Guided Design is used by some adopters only in

-part of their'course; in addition to using a lecture style of

Ay

- _teaching, as these adopters do not find that open-ended small-
. group problem-solving is appropriate for teaching all of

"their course.

v

/

Expansion can occur when the innovation, as prescribed by the inventors
is extended by the -adopter, creating new and/or additional models (EXPER SIM),

projects. (Guided Design), multiple choice surveys (TIPS), and counseling

services"(Student—to—Student Counseling). “Newer features may be added to the

original innovation;'for example, many adopters of Student-to-Student Coun=
seling have.added more counseling services and topics than just study skilis

N

and college adjustment. \_One'adopter stated: ”Student\iire is not so seg- .

mentalized as the peer counseling approach of Dr. Brown mi\ht\seem to 1ndicate._f

It is an open system which has personal, sécial, and, many times,\very serious
individualistic issues that affect the study habits and, skills of’ the student

Some of the expansionsbof Student-to-Student Counseling consist of sex

por




.
<

counseling, employment ‘counseling, counseling on personal and social issues,
etc. Another type of expansion is illustrated by one adopter who expanded
the peer counseling program (in collaboration with his university's student

health center,.student activity center, and open-university‘unit) to social,

personal, and political areas of college 1ife' and family life. This adop~

-~y U

. -ter is now authorized to teach credit courses (through the study skill center _
and college of eddcation)*on'how to be a peer counselor. Courses are taught
in which the trainee-counselors get training for a year ptrior to atarting as

peer counselors. "~

Re-invention occurs when the adopter completely changes the format of

the innovation. Typically the adopter gives.a different name to the original

“
~

innovation. after its further development. We encountered very few examples

3

of re-invention in the)present research project; one illustration of re-
invention is detailed later in this section, the re-invention of TIPS as

\ .
"RSVP" at Miami-Dade Communitv College.

“

Past research on innovation in organizations" has assumed that a new

technological idea enters the system from external sources, and then is

- R \ . . ‘ . .
adopted (with relatively .little change or adaptation in the innovation) and
implemented as a part of the organization's on-going operations. _ ¢

In actuality, many innovations may go through extensive revision in

. . the process of their adoption and implementation, and may almost be re-

°

invented by the organization. For example, Charters and Pelligrin (1973) g
found that 1n public schools, the innovation of "differentiated staffing"
(an idea meant to encourage the hiring of both a variety of teachers and PY

para—professional teaching aides, and assigning them to classroom tasks on

the basis of their skills and interests) mas little more than a vague word

o 154 e
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3

to most school staff. The innovation meant widely different staffing

1

" policies and assignments to most individuals, and its substantive meaning

’

was actually assigned by the school officials and teachers only as the idea
was being implemented. "The innovation was to be invented on the 1ns1de,

not imported from the outside" (Charters and Pelligrin,»l973).

So adopters may often adopt not a specific blueprint.forvan innovation,

but a general concept whose operational meaning gradually unfolds in the pro-

cess of adopting and implementing the new idea. : ’_ ) . @v

By, our rather strict definition and measurement of re—invention, rela-
tively little of it occurred for the four IMPACT innovations. But we stress
1"

that a great deal of what we herein call expansion' and "modification' dctu-

ally occurred in the process of adopting the four IMPACT innovations. \

EXPER SIM
We asked the following questions in our‘Phase 1T interviews.with
adopters of EXPER STM: |
1. how closely do you follow, or do you plan to follow, Dana
Main's MESS program/or Art Cromer's LESS program?

2. Have you used the MESS, LESS, or other models, or have you
written your own? . S

(a) If borrowed: (l) Which ones? ‘(2). Were modifications
made? L
(b) If written, what is the model?
Aqong the EXPER SIM‘grantees and spontaneous adopters only a smail
" per cent (24 per cent)'are using only Dana Main's models or Arthur Cromer's
models (Table 5-21). Modification of EXPER SIM has occurred nrimarilyvin
the design of models tailored especlally to su1t ‘the subJect matter of the
adopter's course; One‘reason such modification»is essential is because
only 38 per cent of the EXPER SIM adopters are in psychology. Most are

in such diverse fields as chemistry, biology,-poiitical science, sociology-

demography, english literature, geographﬁi education, mathematics, and

155
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’ Table 5-21. Summary of the Extent of Modification, v
u Expansion, and Re~Invention of EXPER .
’ SIM by Adopters (N=26). A\
> , | ‘
I. MODIFICATION ' T T
1. Hodificativns of the uomputer Pragram (hew Computer Programs) ]
v (l) Written for DEC 10 ‘system ‘ . g15 4 : / ;
(2) Adépted to theé resource sharing ‘ SR ) /
system of PDP 11/45 , - 4 7
(3) . Use MESS and/or LESS . _812 /
B v L ’ : . j
- " Total ' - ) 100 %
Y | ) R » l :/ i"
! ¥ .
/ .
/
/
-4 . /,
2. . Modification in the Contents of the Innovatien (New .o
’ ' Simulation Models) - : /
] ' /
‘(l) Using Main/Cromer models only ’ 24 % |
: ' o o /
3 ’ (2) Using own models .in conjunction- : ’ /
' . .-with Main/Cromer models ‘ « 40 %)
(3)-“Using self-written models qnly . 36 % o C o
- " Totai o ‘ o 100 % v
. | e
II. EXPANSION - , None ;
III. RE-INVENTION. ' : ) ' None ‘
1
’ o
156 .
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physics. for this reason manybadopters (36 peerent) haveederzloped,FOr
plam to develop, entirely the}r own models. About 24 per cent of the adop;
ters use, or have plamsiro‘ose, ooly’models oesignedvby Dana Main ano/or

. Arthur Cromerg.while 46 per cent,of the adopters use their own models ln

[

conjunction with Dana Maiq's and/or Arthur Cromer's. o

Two adopters have re—written the EXPER SIM computer program to su1t

their paruicular .computer capacity and facilities, but are using models

L

developed either'at the University of Michigan or the University of Louis-
- . 5 . .

ville by Professors Main or Cromer.

H

Despite these modifications in the innovation of EXPER SIM, the main
s . concept is unchanged and intact. Hence, there is no re-invention of EXPER

SIM; unless one would consider Arthur Cromer*s rewriting of Dana Main's MESS

computer program into LESS as a particular.form of re—immentionu*

| One example offrhe modification.of EXPEﬁ.SIM is provided by rhexdeveloﬁ-
ment of WRIST ("Wabash Research Investlgation%Slmulation Teacher") by Pro-
fessor Philip Spelt, a 1974 IMPACT grantee at Wabash College, Indiana.
WRIST was developed when Spelt found that the LFSS program for EXPER SIM
‘.was inappropriate for the Digital Equipment Corporatlon s PDP ll/45_computer
at Wabash College. So he wrote WRIST in BASIC/language in early 1975. 1t

. 1s a modification, rather than a re-invention, according to our definitions,

as the basic idea of EXPER SIM has not been changed.

Professor Spelt.has also produced another modification, in the form of

_— » . o P
& new EXPER SIM model, called T-MAZE, which simulates animal learning. . Maf%

' ' ,éoided Design
" All adopters of Guided Design were asked the following questions: Y

1. How closely do you follow, or do you plan to follow, :

-
a

—— i e 4 — -

LY

*There are also a few other attempts where the MESS computer program is
rewritten to suit smaller computers DEC 1Q ,system, PDP 10, and others. s
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Dr. Wales' systems design and projects, e.g., "Bridge .
Freezes Before Road Surface?" po ‘you use his materials? ' o
2. Have you borrowed a project similar to Professor Wales'?
) (a) From whom? (Please give name, department, "and
institution) . -
(b) What is the project?
(c) Have you made modifications of it?

>

3. Have you prepared your own project(s)? Please describe it
(them). i o . *

Amongvthe grantees and'spontaneous adoptersiof Guided Depign, a

majority (50 per cent) are using, or will usey a cpurae'baaed.entirely upon o - o
self-created Guided Design;projects‘(TaoIe 5-22).% This type of modifica— *
tion is necessary because éuided Design has been adopted by profesaors in
such widely different disciplines as political sciehce, physical sciences, .
biology, philosophy, counseling and rehabilitation, ‘and busineSS’administra- -f_
tion, as ‘well as engineering. Another 34 per cent of the adopters are using :
a comoination of Dr. Wales' projects and their own (and others') materials. : ‘&
Only 17 per cent are using Pbr. ﬁales’ Guided Design pnojecta exclusively.' | |

As we showed in Chapter 3, Guided Design‘was7difﬁuaed widely within o

‘ A ) ! ®

“the inventor's university prior to spreading outside of this system. Most

‘ 4

of the spuntaneous adopters are pre-IMPACT knowers at West Virginia Univer-

sity. These individuals developed materials for their use of Guided Design
el i : . .

with constant help~-and consultation from Dr. Wales. Hence, these uses

‘

are very similar to Dr Wales' in terms of techniques and format of'pre—

sentation. Wider expansion or modification of Guided Design occurred among
. . o ) 4 .
pre-IMPACT spontaneous adopters at institutions other than West Virginia ' B

?

Uniyersity.- - ‘ | \

s 4

¢ . An example of expansion is provided by one adopter whd\developed a .
| ‘ o L
hybrid form of Guided Design at the Engineering Department of Wichita ;

©
%

State University. He has prepared a series of case studies for use in

graduate-level engineeringlcourses that deal with certain as‘Fcts of .

: L . ‘e ) : ®
EMC . ) ) v N - 1!)8 \ . .

[+ ; . \ ) » .«
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- Table 5-22/ Summary of the Exﬁent of Modification,
: . . Expansion, and Re-Invention of Guided
g Design by Adoptors (N=44).

3 .

H

i = ~ I. MODIFICATION

? o ' Modification in the contents'of the innovation

o)) _Using Wales' projects alone o } . 17 7
(2) Using Wales' and selé—ﬁritten projects B *” 26 %

N (3) ﬁsing Wales', self-written, and projects
— ' . of a third party - _ . 7%
(%) Using,self—written projeété oﬁly . » " l _ 50 %"
. Total‘ ’ . 100 7

F

II. EXPANSION

(1) Addéd case study method: to the GuidedlDesigﬁ
. ' study materials for use at graduate-level

teaching . : 2 Z
%(2).'Use/dnly Wales' materials ' o 98 %
Total | , ’ i ©o1w00% . . C

III. RE-INVENTION : | " None

.t . - \
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;‘Professor Wales',Guided Design. So this adopter has expanded the original
version of Guided Design by adding the case study method to the existing
Guided Design system.

A large number of the Guided‘Desfgn spontaneous adopters have}attended

the various workshops conducted by Professor Wales around the country, or

e ¢

heard him speak at lvarious prrofessional meetings. So exposure to Guided
Design philosophy :is relatively high among these spontaneous adopters.
: ‘ - /\L !
- TIPS '
We .asked the adopters of TIPS these questions:

1. How clnsely do you follow, or plamn to follow, Professor
) Kelley s design to TIPS? '

2. Have you used any other program (e.g., ChemTIES, | . RSVP)?
If so, please give us the name, department, and university
» . where you obtained this program. :

Among the l6 adopters of TIPS, 75 per cent have written their own

:multiple-choice question surveys and other materials for using TIDS, as

their discipline is not economics‘(Table 5723). ‘Some 25 per cent are A
‘ using Kelley's materials, along with their own. (an average adopter uses
6 to 7 multiple—choice surveys during the usual school term).

We found 85 per cent of thefadopters were assisted by Professor Kelley’
and his staff in installing TIPS-on their computer system. Thus, modi-
fications of the TIPS computer program are minimal, . X

An ekample of expansion of TIPS -comes from the University‘of
Wisconsixr—Madison, where TIPS was originally developed by Dr. Kelley.
Dr. Bassam Shakhashiri has modified the contents of TIPS. to suit the
subject matter of chemistry, and in the process he expanded the notion of
TIPS. He uses TIPS as one teaching technique among. a pachage of multi-media

v

student-learningbaids, like tutorials, audio' and visual tapes, sample tests,

v
¢

160
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Table 5-23. Summary of the Extent of Modification,
: Expansion, and Re-Invention of TIPS
" by AdOptors (N=16) . \

By

- - I. MODIFICATION -

1. Modification in the Content of the Innovation (New
computer program) . “

\ ’ . . .
(1) Using Kelley's version'of computer program .75 %
(2) Using modified computer program with help , :
© of Kelley = . ) o : 12.5 %
‘(3) Using ChemTIPS but wrote own computer . ‘
program . 12.5 %
Total ' - - ’ .. - 100 _3%
b2, Modification in the Content of the Innovation (New A
materials written). .
. ] .
{1) Using Kelley's and own materials ' 25 %
'(2) Using only self-created materials : _ 75 %.
T . e :
" Total , ‘ 100 %

II. EXPANSION = : | o

(1) Added TIPS as one-of a package of .,

teaching methods (ChemTIPS) 6 %

(2) Using Kelley's version of TIPS k 94 g
. 1 B

Total : B .. - 100 %

III. RE-INVENTION ) S

(1) - Used TIPS, discontinued it, and’then
‘developed own method, including

,ébmputer program L .6 %

(2) Using Kelley's version of TIPS : 9 7

. ) " - Ny |
T Total " N < 100 %

161
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exercises, etc. Professor Shakhashirivcalls his approach '"ChemTIPS".

Two spontaneous adopters are‘using a modified version of ChemTIPS,hin”
which the computer pr#gram is made more appropriate for smaller-sized

computers. : ‘[ &

Cne of the cleareét examples of re—invention occurred for’ lIPS at
Miami~Dade Community College, where TIPS was initially adopted in both Q
on;campuS’and open—college courses in January, 1972, a’year before fI?S
became part o£ the IM#ACT program.‘ Dr. Kelley assisted the staff at
Miami;Dade Community College in adopting TI?S. The two- individuals

. : . /.
involved most directly with TIPS were J. Terrence Kelly, Administrative

Assistant to‘thecREesident,of the College, and Dr. Kamala Anandam, Re-

search Coordinator. ;By'Septenber, l97é,/howéver, Miami~Dade Community
College had discontinued the use of TIPS, and had re-invented "RSVP"

Drs. Anandam and Kelly indicated their college : "First had the TIPS
program running at Miami-Dade, but have done some reprogfamming, altered

the 'system, and changed its name to RSVP (Response System with Variable /

~ - /

Prescriptions)." : . /f , . .

By 1974, the Miamf-Dade staff were using RSVP in their courses on

the management of learning that are taught via radio/television in an

open-college system. At the tiie of our latest inquiry, RSVP was used in

13
\

six courses offered through the Eiami—Dade Open College with an enrollment

N\
N

of 1,450 students, and the RSVP gystem was being used on-campus in four"‘

courses with 590 students. ' , .

By late 1974, the RSVP system was in use also at Cleveland State Uni-
” #

versity. \The Miami-Dade staff provided consultation on implementation of

[y

i - 162
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RSVP at Cleveland étate. :
One Teason for the relat:vely few modifications in’the computer pro-
gram for TIPS is the gatekeeping* role played by ProfeSsor Kelley, who is

y. ‘ very concerned about maintaining proper quality control ove;/TIPS as adopted

o by others. e feels that rapid diffusion and a great number of adoptions *°

of a questionahle quality may lead to more discontinuances. *

So one of the variables‘affecting,the degree of modification,of an |

innovation is the personal .policy of the inventor, as well as whether rhe

innovation is.eomputer—dep%ndent or not. !

®

Student-to-Student Counseling ot ' \

s ¥ B . . o -

;--__ ‘Using. students to counsel other students is not entirely a new-idea.

.

Many colleges rely upon upper class—level students to coansel freshmen, most

commonly in the area of personal—social adjustment as dormitory residents.

o

However, these efforts tend to be relatively unsystematic'and haphazard. \ L.

. Each fréshman is not likely to avail himself/herself of these serv1ces.
. « \ 5
~ In order to maximize the effectiveness of student counselors, Dr. Brown re- o

r,

commends. (1) exténsive training of student counselors through a 40 hour

course, (2) utilization of role—playing, lectures, dlscussions, demonstrations
., in such training, etc., (3) the opportunity for self-evaluation of student

4

counselors through recorded, video-taped sessions, and (4) learning the

principles of student counseling from other trained student counselors. ‘The ;

P \
Original version of Brown s approach heavily emphasizad the role of student

:

L Y
g Lo ‘counselors for study skills and academic adjustment/, with counseling usually’ b

provided in counseling centers and/or testing cent rs,‘study habit clinics,

-

*Gatekeeper is an individual located in a co unication network structure
so as to control the flow of messages. ) W S \
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: , 0
etc. In addition Professor Brown provides materials and manuals to train o "y

student counselors and tests to measure students' study skill improvement.
' oo - - 7 ' . .
Professor Brown recomrmends these materialg for adopters of ‘Student-to-

1 ' ] R J,’ ) , .
Student Counseling. 0 o ' ‘ PY

~ ) N +

o S The\effent of modification, expansion, and re-invention of the inno-

vation is tn;;\somewhat different.fromitne other three IMPACT innovations.

! ' We asked the adopters: ' o ' ®
) 1. How closely do you follow or plan to rollow Professor Brown's
' Student-to-Student Counseling design? - ,

! Y ~
- . ~ -

2. Do you use his printed materials, such as:

(a) Student Evaluation Test? - . ‘ . ®
(b) Coumselors Manual? L
- (c) Others? ;
3. Did you prepareimaterials for your student counselors to _
use in counseling other students? What are they? : .
: ' . ®
4., Have you made any modifications in.Professor Brown's ap- . .
proach to Student-to-Student Counseling? '
We found that a majority of the 34 adopters use Dr. Brown s matérials. ; i
i ’ . . .
. 4
¢ Dr. Brown's Materials - . Percentage of Adoptors Using S ®
1. Student Counseigrs' - : - ; .
Handbook L . : 62 % ; - 3
2. Guide to Effective Study ' sz 5 o
< ‘ ‘ . T tl ®
L 3. Student Study Skill ’ . T
’ ‘Evaluation Tests : v 65 %
— .
. N v
Considerable modification has taken place in the training materials
for the student counselors. :As compared to Dr. Brown's recommendation of - : ®
- B o
»hE
40 hours' training for the student counselors, an average of 44 hours are ,
/ - "
devoted to training by the adoptors who responded to this question. ' . ;
The strategies and methods of training the stndent;bounselors are . - v @
also modified somewhat 'by the adoptors from the methods recommended by . . .o

"

SR 1.7 .
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v 3
Dr. Bronn.
Methods of Training Student Counselors Percentage of Adoptors Uslng
1. Usé of role—playing ' o _ - 62 %
2. Self—evaluation by student | ; i
counselors _ ’ 59 %-

3. Use of ‘experienced peer counselors ‘
as trainers for new student counselors fi?? A
. So by no means do all adoptcfé of Student-to~Student Counseling follov
e-X‘actly these three training methods recdmmended’b& Dr. Brown (Teble 5—24).
Student-tc—S;udent Counseling program a la Brown’is—heavily oriented
toward improving study;skill_hablts. We found considerable'expanééon has

" taken place in respect to other counseling services that are included along

with the study skills counseling.

Types of Couneeling Services Provided Percentege of Adoptors Using
1. Study skilds \ ... 88 % ‘
2. Personal and social p;cﬁlems ‘ : 68 7%
3. Orientation to college : ‘.‘ 76 7%
4. Vocational guidance L _ ,‘ - ) 44’%
»5. Educational program planning - :5‘ : 53 %
6. Snbject matter COuneelingv e - 9%
7. Psychological test interpretation 18 %
‘ 8. Others ° 35 %
o
Not Qll student.counseling occurs in counseling and testing centers,
as Brownnrecommendél. Residence halls‘(35 per’ cent), instructidnal depart-
ments (29 per cent), study habit clinics (29 per cent) are locales, in *
addition to testing and counseling centers (35 per cent) As one adoptor
argue2: "The choice of a place or locale for peer counselcfs ié as cru-
" cial as the practlce of peer counseling. We find that counseling centers
: ,
o .185
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Table 5-24. Summary of the Extent of Modificatiop,
Expansion, and Re~Invention of Student-to-
Student Counseling by Adoptors (N-?4)

I3 P

I,

II.

III.

. /
/

' used for training)

N 65 Brown s materials are used to train '

student counselors ) / 60 7
(2) Self-prepared training materials are ésed . 40 %
Total . o _ ‘/ 100 2
2. ﬁaterials used f r/testing the students #ho are counseled
J - (1) Brown's ma lerials are used / S 60/}':
; ‘(2) Self-prep ed testlng materials.a#a used ;ﬁéé.%
' fotal o | 100 %
%. Techniques/met ods of training /
[ (l) Use of at least one of Brown's tLree
?. . techniqu s/methods of training | , 66 7
| (2) Used none of Brown's three tec#niques/methods . 34 7
1 ‘Total ’ ;; . | ) 100 %
—— f T
i. ‘StnnyA;;ills onl; | ;; ‘ i . 50 %
2. iExpanded types of\ counseling by student counselors 30 %
" Total A ;ﬁ 100 %
Rn-INVENTION | ’\ P i, i_'”f
li Student counselors h ip teach credit courses
\ on counseling techniques j 3%
2. Use of student counselors as para-professionals in
i the community L ' 3%

3.i Use of Brown's version bf Studént—to-Stqdent‘Counseling 94 7%

i
!
f

! ' , ,
| Total : SR 100 %
‘ ,

\
\\1,6_6




.iInnovations.

5<A9

aré not very conducive, for many reasons, to many types of"counseling."

&

So expansion has,ta&pn place in the :dle Of student counselors, and
in increased accessibiiiE; to the student counselors by locating them in
a variety of locations convenient for students.

Peer Epuﬁseling is ;uch a general type of innovation that it is diffi-
cult to break from the idea in ény specific way that could clearly be la-
Eeled as re—invention.w Two sucﬂ cases of re-invention are included in

Table 5—24;'bne was described previously in this section, and the second

is' a novel use of student counselors to counsel in the off-campus community.

~Conclusions
We seek to summarize this section on research question #4 in the

folloﬁiﬂg conclusions.

2.

1. Despite considerable modification in the format, presehtation,

- computer programs, and illustrative materials--of the four IMPACT innova-

tiong by adoptors, these ideas are mainly adopted with little or no expan-

sion and/or re-invention. 1In sum, a great deal of change (especially

modification) actually occurs in the process of adopting the four IMPACT

> " -

2. Certain of the modifications in the four IMPACT 1nno§ations“are

caused by‘their adoption by individuals 19 different disciplines than the

inventor's;  About 30 per cent of the adoptors of the three teaching inno-
va;ion; are in the same discipline as the inventoré, and approximatgly

85 per cent of the édoptors of Student-to-Student Coﬁnseling are in coun-
seling and/or education, as is Professor Brown.

3. The nature of the innovation, as well as the policy of the in-

ventor, are factors in determining'tﬁe degree to which modification,

167
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expansion, and/or re-invention of the innovation occurs.: Figure 5~2 depicté : . ®

the appi:'ogc'imate position of the four innovations on a conti\ﬁuuymvo'f generality/

- specif\iciéy as subjecti';lely rated by the authors. The 'gevneralxnature of

Student-to-Student Counseling greatly affects.the 'degr.ee of modificatioﬁ, : | ®

expansion, or re-invention that is possible. The innovation is so flexible ‘ |

that it is difficult to say exactly where Student-to-Student Counseling

a la Brown begins and stobs. _— _ \ : _ A - ' ®
Guided Désign is more spegific; as i)r. Walgs has detailed ;Jutlines of

- 1

o

its philosophy and objectives. EXPER*SIM and TIPS are the most specific
of the four IMPACT innovations, in part due to ‘.‘:heir coﬁputer—dependence. - ®
Hence they are more likely to be modified, expanded, or re-invented, or at . N

least such éhanges_: are more likely to ‘have been measured by us in the present

investigation. ‘ v 4
®
5 . .
1 el
/ ) « "
®

»?
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Je

|
N
.
ditterances on the hasis of innovation, in the proportion of responding _ .
roquaate who made srant annlicatione, ronsint Fram a hich o 9 ner c¢ent : Y

¢

RRAPLOLTT APTGTTAN A5y CHARACTHRTSTICS 1N MATIVACT(NIS OF PRYINSTADC,

-

APPLICANTS;'AWD SPONTANEQOUS ADOPTERS -

Pagearch question #5 is: ""hat a+~c¢ the characteristics and

motivations of the IM2\CT xnquestors, applicants, grantees, and

snontaneous adonters? -

Requests, ‘pplicants, “ranress, and Spontanenus Adonters

*

.

> _ fur hasic approach in seetin~ to answer this research question is

to derermine whother such variables ag academic rank, fdiscipline, percept-

.

ions of the reward system,'otc., differ for the sub-audiences for the

I 0" nrosram (for example, requests, zrant anplicants, and spontaneous
e N '

adonters), 'le egsentially 1nol at each csuch catesory as renresentine a

i

cta~o df participation in the IMPAC™ prosram from”(1) requesting inform- . Y )

ation abnut it, (2) applying for ar IO grant, and (3) adopting the

iﬁﬂnvﬁfihﬁ'

. . . ®

- : ! P
"hln 5-25 ehowe the mmber And nercentasce nf iadividuatls at each '

of rhnge three ctaces of participation in the TMPACY nrngram, ‘'here are

for, U9 2TV and “radent=rn=Student Connseling, to 2 low of 5 ser cent

. ‘ |
. e

For Tuided Desi=n (thic is nartly 2 Funetinn of the laree nunher of requests,
? .

. %

1,120 “or .this innovation), Ti¥ewi=m, "1 aer nent »F the 1,020 Student-tn

.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

eRlc

i

Studeat Cn-nealin: Toquests are spontaneons adopters (V=105), but only

1 ner nent of the FITS wequests are spontanents adepters (¥=10),
- - . 3 b N Q. N
second tvpe of classificarien that we utilirze in many of the tables
Y - .

he :

. . B . 3 -
jn th~ nre-~ent section is on the basis of stage in the innovation-derision

~

rrocess: (1) nhn-idoprion, (2) intend tn adant during the 1974-75 academic .
veary and (3) adontinng,

&

. ™hpge tun classificatinone ara ohvionsly hirhly irterrelated, but .
. .- ]

' thew arne pot the eame, For instance, 211 o7 the snontannous adopters

are =dontarsg, hyt game. of the adopters arn ot spontaneous adepiefs (21

J
nor eont zre srant apnlicants),
. Parrininafihn in the IFPACT Prograin
- Stage in the Innovation- 1. Request only 2, Grant applicant‘B Spontaneous
Decision Process . (¥=3,141) (Nezss) adont‘er (“--)og’*
e ‘ L \ " o
7. on=adopter ) . 947 A9% 0
(N=2,953) (N=183) ’
7. "ntend tn adont 5% 10% ‘ ‘ 0
’ ' . (N=188) (N=27)
T, Tdnnter : o : 21% ‘ 100%
- . . , » : (N=56) (N=208) ’
' Totals . 100% 100%° - - 100%

3

ey

' .
Tn omegryof the remainder of thie section, we shall prasent =elected
characteristics nf individin=ls (1) at the throe stages in the innovation-

decision rrocess, and/or (2) at the three stases of participation in rhe

o +
.~

TME'r - ~-ram., The selected éharacterietice that we utilize bo answer

roseare  wnstion #5 are:

B the 3,698 recpondingz requests in those T, 89 (2 ner cent) ain
not. 1nd1carn their narrlouoarlnn in the T““‘ CT nrosram, Moot of

rhnco 89 are prohably "requests only".

| 172 " |
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“in the IMPACT 5rogram.

Single versus multiple requests,
Discipline.

- Academic and administrative rank.

-
.

Size of the,institutibn (in terms of student enrollment).

Perceptions of the reward system for teaching.

fiourman rankins of university academic quality.

Other personal characteristics like age, years at the present
inatitution, enrollment in the largest class taught, general
innovativeness, and secondary diffusion activity.

* Finally, we investigéte grantee versus non-grantee applicants on

_
these same variables, and rhen consider motivations for requesting _jnform-

ation ahout the IMPACT innovations on the hasis of stage of participation,

N
. [
.

8

2 ® . :
Single Versus Mnltinle Requests

The unit of anniveis in mnst of this chapter, and especially for

rasearch queétion #5 is the information request, rather than the venuector,

3 . ‘.
Cortain of our Phasge T respondents requested inforration about: only me

.

of the T'?ACT innovations: thev are termed "single requests”. (ther

. -~
Phage T raspondents requested inforratinsn aheut two, three, or four Li.Cv
. = .

B

'i"ﬂOVﬁti”nﬂ; they aro called "multiple rTequests',

The nercentage of all responding requests® that were multinle differ

<

on the hasis of the inravatinno,

.

%

% The unit of analvsis‘’here is aach individual’ request, even for
the ‘catesory of "multiple roquests'. 173 ' .
. - AL .
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

\
PR . H .. PRt “
Innovation Percentare $ingle Percentare AT
s “Requests Multiple Eequests Refjuests
I ’
A ’ e s
' 1. EYOED Qv 597 42% - 1007 :
." ?
1
’ 7. "nided “eei~p 597 ° s ‘ *nn?
Q'A A5 et g., z-/ t - ‘; 90/ - -'Oh:v/
4, 2t denteto- T ]27 : 187 100%
. ‘Stndent Counseling —
A1l Tonr Tnnovatio-s 547 367 10n?
“here is a ruch lowdr desree nf multiple requesting for Student-to- ,
Student Counselirz, as we mizht expect hecause it is uniquelr a counéellng.
innovation, The other three I“PACT inrovatinns are ail?tééchino innovations,
r , v n3 *onoy
© . : . N
ind en multiple requesting of them is more likely,
“he averagze numbet of requests made is 1dast for adopters, more for
thasa thn dntend tn adont, and createst for non-=adopters.,
. h <
e Stagn i Inrovatinp=Decision "rocese ‘varasns ymber nf Pequects "ada
. , - 9 - "1
é§:; Tanendontoars =3,177] ‘ ' 1.7 .
7, Tntend ta adonst (=217 1. :
o . 4 ) .
3, Ydanterg ("'=283) - 1.3 .
4 Y “
N .
v “hnen differences in tho averasge nnmher nf requeste made by staze
. . 5 .
in thn dnqararjyr-decicion proeess are ecaneictont m2ernse the four TV0 0T
iraprerine - ’ .
' -
a \ - -
. i . .
- -]
Q 174 . i .
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5-77 : o

a . o
’ /
- . :
“ulrinle requests arc less 1ively ta adopt (or intend to ~dopt) thon
are <innle requests. °
Sta‘e in Tanovation-Terision “racess §ingle Requests Multiple Requests
‘. ' O (N=2,290) (N=1,323)
1. ’Prcentige who are on~-adopters 82% B < X4

2, "ercentape whn are adoptere or

,
| . o
. “tha intend tn adopr 187 f
‘ntals ' 1007 e -

-

' § > ty 2 : -
“hiz difference is consicefent acrass the Feoup TMEACY innovations,
s

¢

¢ .

Te the size of the individual's institution, as measured by student
anrallmant, Telated to the numher of requeste? “here are only slisht

A3<Forenpes, with the higheat percentaze of multiple Teqiests ar

, ) ] .
Phn’miﬂﬂ1n-qiznq ineritntinang (Tath q—Zﬁ). widay Aifferences in theo

. B

noreent: v of multinle renuests hy"schenl ~ize necnre For soecific

iﬁ*kvatinﬁs, and the trepnd is ant econziatent dcrocs the fﬂut THEAT T dane~

vatrinne, e 9

1..¥ar the two comnuter=related innnvations (R¥®ER STV ~nd TERD,

- e
rrgnondents associated with sraller-sized inatitution= are more litrly
4 . . -
to-mate miultirle reaueste, ) .
2, For frided Necisn, the ner enar of multrinle requests is higheat -
. * .
maAnrgra-sized institutions, ,
8 .
:

. / . .
3, Yor Student-to=Student Counsnrling, the per oont of multiple reanncetsq

C175
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inereasrs with the size 'of the institution,
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toarpentare of ultiple Cequeéte B Student Earallreat : '

ahle 3-20,
at the “~dividual’s Institution, »r Innovation,

o

*ercentage of “ultiple Pequests -
T . . I8
o e s i Student~to- All Four
' ) sulded . Student Innovations

Student EXPER SIM Desizn ST 8 .

Frrnllmeht (1= 790y (=1.671) ¢ =771) Counseling . Combined

tnro ) . . T O PR N | s ~ . (_\13932) (N=3,553‘? »

e 1 SERTT (R,000 - 477 407 s47  16% 37
students, or '
less)

2. Medium (5,001 437 - oo 487 , B L 13% 38% '
to 9,999 . ‘ . . . °
stodanted , _ oo )

3, Targe (17,000 357 ] 4" 277 37"

© atordents or i ,
™Ore ’ . )

M1 pequests 427 ©n7r 497 187 35%

\ NS , )

_ @ 0f the 3,A9R responding requests, 145 (4 ne> centy did no* . .
indicrte their ipctitution, o data are nnavaj’2hle as to their student

geliment, : ' :

4 o . . \
{ :
{
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B Discipline | e\ .
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Tahlr 5-27 shows the discipline or,%rﬁ/¥espnnding requests for
f : ) ‘,’/‘ ‘> L] o * »
: y . i e
th~ four THPACY innovations, The Ffeq%;ﬁcy of requests for each disein-
ST L ' /
- . . " . Co ‘/' ? . g 4
line varies widely from innovation .+% innovation.® Tahle 5-28 presents
. e '
B . - N " . . »\‘ .
: s b . . . . . . c e o,
: é the three leading disciplines for each innovation, 2 more simplified vey-°¢ = 7
: - s * * . - A
i sinn of the more detailed data in the nrevious table., Overall, eduecayion = > == °
. : " . - S @ . . .
l £ ranks in first place for Suided Design, TIPS, Student~-to-Student Counseling,
; | A ’ " ‘ - . s
and for a1l four innovations combined. More than one in four of 211
o " . - . ) ) -
| - resnondine requests are in education. Psychnlogy is the most frequentiyv- :
1 v <« ' : . ' : B
3 ) . - . . > L3 -y - s (3 . . M ‘ 3 ° )
! renquestine discipline for “XFER SiM,"and it is in second nlace fotr Studeng- N
: / ) I : ] . .
B to-tudent Cotnseling, and for all four innovations combined. L
" I ’ SO v/
{ The inventor’s Adiscinrline (underlinnd in Tahle-5-28) is related to
| :
: \ L ' : | . -
f the discinline of Jarge numbers of the resnondjng requestsy ‘'or exaunle,
‘ Professnr Dana Main is a psycholozist and her innovation, EYPXR <1t , i= B
- . ‘ ; :
moat fraquently requested hy nsycholosists. A similar pattern can he nh-— ‘ '
. »
i . o, N . . (78
1 . : ' ' g - . .
i ! served for TIPS and Qtudpnf-to—qrudﬂnt Coungoling, and oven for “wided . .
S I ! : , \ . . Y .
. ’;f ! : AN : ) - . , .
- 4 0 Nnsiong 177317 engineerir Aepartménte wore sronped together, instead of
T re-arded ag 12 diffarent 1gp?rtmnnrq aa in Tahle ©27, the T30 ervincering . '
’~.!;"‘ ‘ \ . . : ‘A “‘
. requect~ would ranl® in socond ‘place behind edugation (in Table. 5+28). s
‘ ' ' 0 - % e -
: ; . . » - N . \\ ) : g
” | S mailia g of TVTOS0 Wpeashnres thy the Bvear Gdueation Vandation, v 'f“
‘ - * a X ] Y ¥
' - Ancerihnd in Chanter 3, ta.eertain discinlineg andanhted ]y inTlnoneed e
° ~ . o ) v 5 ‘..
rrlative frequency nf rTenunsts from varions diseinlines, .
. ¢ s . . 'ili ° .
b1 . . 2y : i : .
. B~ o i ’ » ' L v .
\) ‘l . A . 177 . . " -~ ) ’T
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\*la\}e 5-27 aDiScipline of Responding Requests, by’ Innovation.

1\”' . o \ _ - ‘
. : 2 v - AN . P

-

Y=y

Number of Responaing Requests

s ' ' ' ' Student~-to~- All Four

) / , ) , Guided Student Innovations
s o ) EXPER SIM Design TIPS Counsellng - Combined,
- D/:'Lscipli_ne‘ - .(N=704) (N=1,038) (N=732) (N=872)" (N=3, 3469
| T g :
I. Art and Humanities - (34)  (106)  (70)  (88) . (298)
' l Amerlcan culture and “ 0 2 . 0 4. . 6
- Ameracan studies '
2. Archaeology 1 0 0 0 1
3.Aptc - S0 3 1 D -
* 4., English o1 26 . 14 292 » 79
5. Hlsgpry . 14 30 29 26, + 99
6 Humanltles (general) -1 7 6 ' 7 1 Co1se
7. Languages 2 5 1 8 16
8. Linguistics and © 0 2 1 1 4
. psycholinguistics ’ »
9. Literatire and compara- 2 .8 8’ 12 " 30
tive literature T
10. Philosophy 3 . ¢ 19 8 6 Hyo 36
I1. Theatre and drama 0 5. 1 "1 7
v 1 : . . « :
II. Social Sciences J281) . @73) 0 (@73). (173) (760)
1. Anthropology ‘ . 6 - 5 1 2 - 14 .
2. Economics and agricul- 15 .- 27 g52xd - 9 116
. * tural economics | - '
3..Mass communication and 4 6 4 ‘ 6 20 |
speech communication ' *
Y 4. Pathology and speech ] 1 2 1 5 T
* 7/ pathology oA .
178 : o °
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L] /'
| 7 —
). - N | Number of Responding Requests
Ct ‘;'.k ’ ; _ - étudent7to~f All Four v
i ‘ Guided ©  Student: Innovations - |
o SR S S ’ .EXPER SIM Design TIPS  Counseling: Combined ' :
) .« Discipline ,{ . (N=704) (N=1,038) (N=732) (N=872) (N=3,346)-
E’ . - "'iv ) ' . ) . 2
- ? II. Social Sciences (ccnt.) _ ' _ i
B ‘ 5. Political science _ 20 - 24 16 9 | 69 C
a . < w N ‘ - . . " B
o 6. %Sychology A ~/l45l§E 64 53 . 12420d 3g62nd s
. . o X ) N . ) g
7. Social science (general) 7 10 5 6 - 28
8. Sociology 39 31 25 13 108
9. Urban planning and 4 5 2 o3 14 j
urban and regional
" planning’ N
'III. Natural Sciences ©(188) (325) (263)  (51) (827)
: 1.. Acrondmy and plane- 1 0 1 1 3,
* tary atmospheres; ' e '
atmospheric and oceanic
sciences -
_ ¢, 2. Astronomy - 4 1 - 1 0 0 . 2 )
3. Biology (biology, . 23 . 37 . 40 14 o114 .
cellular and molecular, ,
_ entomology, medical and . -
a biological illustration, _ o
§ _ microbiology, and zo= . _ < T
i “ology o | - } ‘
. 4. Botany 1© 101 2
.. 5. Chemistry, medicinal  58°2% gz2nd  g42nd 10 24532d
‘ : chemistry, and biologi- v , ‘ ¢
" cal chemistry S I
6. Ecology and environmen- 4 9 - 1 0 14
! ., tal sciences : ‘ ' '
* 7. Geography B -3 7 - 4 - 1 15
~—
179 .
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/ ‘ ) ° ¢ -
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‘// : \\

T ‘ \ . _

Numberof Responding Requests ,

: RS : ®

/ : \ Student-to- All Four
oo : : ;?Guided ' Student - Innovati ons
{ o EXPER SIM ‘Design, A TIPS Counseling = Combined
* Discipline © (N=704)  (N=1,038) (N=732) (N=872) (N=3,346), - o
/ o : X g L -
- III. Natural Sciences (cont.) i \"\,\ :
8. Geology, mineralogy, 5 18\ 14 0 37 c
; and oceanography ‘ ' .
. - ‘ . : : ' - '\\
; / 9. Mathematics 4 - 70 64 19 197 .
: ’ ) . . ¢ \
. /-~ 10. Natural resources and 2 2 1 0 5 :
:/ - "water resources . j B
| 11. Physies;-biophysics, 33 72324 45 4 154 e
~ ..~ and nuclear physics ) \ :
" 12. Physiology | 3 4 4 0 11

13. Statistics, and 10 2 4 0 16 -

biostatist‘%i;':s } -
. "\
IV. Engineering (66) (139) 47) | (14) (266)

’ 1. Aerospace K 0 5 0 0 5 .
oy - - - _ ®
| 2. Agricultural 0 2 0 0 2
- . X e |

3. Applied mechanics -3 8 1 | 1 13
- and engineering science ' | '

4 Biological -0 1 1 1 o 2 ..

5. Chemical 7 41 1 23 '

6. Civil s 14 3 24

7. Computer and communi- 28 15 1 1 60 d
cation sciences - .

- B . ‘ 3 » .

8. Electrical and computer; 7 20 1Q 4 41 ° -
computer, information and 3
control engineering { ] ) o - .‘

Te e : . i B 2
R ) . i |
9. Industrial and operatiams 5 14 6, ‘ 1 26
1 , \ s '
- 80
P - T — ’ . ‘l :'




1=-23
4 , . .
Number of-Responding Requests
; Student-to- = All Four
1 ‘ Guided Student - Innovations -
. EXPER SIM Design TIPS Counseling Combined
Discipline v (N=704)  (N=1,038) (N=732) (N=872) - (N=3,346)"
; IV. Engineering (cont.) 3
X 10. Materials and S | 3 0 , 0 ' 4 -
: Metallurgical ‘ : -
11. Mechanical 9 39 . 8 4 ."60
¢ % 12. Naval architecture 0 1 0 0 L1 1
: and marine - ‘ H
: g
13. Nuclear 1 3 1 ‘0 57
V. Agriculture: (2) (1) (2) (v (6)
VI. Professional — (173) (294)  (177)  (545) (1.1879)  °
. o ¢
1. Architecture 1 3 0 0 . 4
2. Business administra- 26 .36 25 - 24 11 -
. tion (accounting, trans-
portation, etc.) ' o ~
'3. Dentistry 0 1 -0 . . . 0, 1
4. Education (coun- 129289 5ot 33kSE | 4gelst 94845t
seling and guidance, o : ? ‘
administration, ¥ x o
Y , elementary, secondary, . §
i - higher education, **° = _ ) _ .
curriculum, ete.) . ‘“
4 . _é - . s . 2
Sy*Homeﬁeconomics . L2 6 2 1 11
‘. 6. Journalism - - 1 1. 1 4 .7
V. 7. Law a 1 T4, 3 2 10 ¢
. /o o ! ’ .
8. Library science 1 7




J-5a

. .
. ( 'Number of Responding Requests -
' . - : : © Student~to-= -
' . : Guided Student
B t EXPER SIM Design . TIPS Counseling
Discipline é (N=704)  (N=1,038) (N=732) (N=872)
- ] '.V : -
VI Prbfessiorral (cont.) . ' . ) 5
9..Med1c1ne (obstetrics, - 5 : 11 2 . 2 “ 20
- gynecology, optha- - A - » . e
o mology, pharmacology, - ' “ .
pharmacy, surgery,.etc.) o . Lo
10. Music- S T 3 2 6 12
11. Nursing and | 1 4 1 . 0 , 6 “
- nutritignal science- . - e b .
12. Public health -1 .3 2 S | . 7
(public health admini- S - :
- stration, population ' . v
planning) , ‘ . ' e - )
13. Social work <ot 2 . 0 5 . 7.
14. Theology N 0 . 8 2 11 21 |
15. Veterinary medicine 1 2 0 0 . 3 ' Y
16. .Vocational"school : 1 3 2 2 . 2 - 8
Totals 704 1,038 . 732 872 3,346*
' - ~ e v @
N - - . J/j » x
*0f the 3,698 responding requests, 352° (10 per cent) dld ‘not in- 1 P
dicate thedr d:.sc:.pl:.ne , . _ , ‘
. i
o . - ‘
(‘ -
i ‘ ‘ . ¥ !
' ‘ 4 182 ‘
. R . : . ' .ﬂ




|

A i Tox: Provided by ERIC

- -m.v. - _ ’ '
I . s . .\
-, VIR - L -
- - ’ - .
i ’ il
- -~ Ay . Ve 3
N . o ) . B M 8
- v -
A 0
* ’ )
{ L 'S . o -
.ecﬁﬁmMUWﬂm atasya 21BOTPUL 30U plp (3ued Jad (1) pgg ‘sissnbdol muwwconmmw 565°%€ ©43 L0
, - Iy . .
- 2001 . 7001 o w001 w001 4001 s1¥30},
& - . . » . ES °
o s . ,
+ , W= S ) , . SOULTULUS yp
2€S . T A . -5v €S Y 28430 1%
95l mpumemcw A - yst119ug W6 SOTWCLLOY oL sot8hy 3 Laasiweys paiug
R ' i . R f e
" pral Ad0jogoisg i ASoToydds g =C1 AdisTusy:, ° 56 ALFSTRBYY 188 uo13eonpy _bLodeg
-M, : ) o . . . o ° A
8¢ U013 edNps %96 uog3eonpy #81 UOT3RINPE .ovel uotjeonpd WlC ASOTOI}0AS 4 I5ats
afe3usdiag auiidrostg aSejuediad auilldidsig 9dejusdiag auttdIosta vmmu:wuumm.wcaﬂnﬂomﬂm 93ejuedabyd wcﬁﬁaﬂomﬂn.
#(Y7E ‘E=N) . (€L8=n) . To(egl =) (8e01=:) . n«ChﬂWV BN .
. paulquo) Sutiasunoy ¢t - ud1sag . wiS
SuotTjeAouu] juapnas 541, PopIny dhd Xd ‘
o3 I1¥ - -03-3u8pPNIg - “ . REIRT SN I
. : ‘ - ] .
Aﬁmrmﬂum>occH IovanI aya SButisenbdy ut Aouenbeaj pue sauridiosig ) *
.wcowuw>o=cH Ho¢mxw anog ayl mo.comm Zugasanbay %ﬂucwndmuw 3180°; wmcHAQMUmwa *8C-¢ a1qel
. u ~.
-~ - ) o IO © ¢
¢ N - . .
! { a5 ¥ ~ \.C
\ w2 b4 a » D
A * N 8 -~ Al @ R




- . L = . : ©

In- any event, there seems to exist gsome relationship. between the ‘Hvisci—- . ®
. ¥ : ST :

[ - - > . -

- pline of the four invéntors and the requestors' disciplines for each of the -

four IMPACT innovations. ) ' . } .

If an individual is a member of the same discipline as the inventor, is K ) .

~

he/she. more likely to’ pass further (1) through the stages in the 1nnoVation—- )

LY

decision process, and (2) through the stages of participation in the IMPACT

L CTN

p‘rogram? Table 5-29 shows that between one-third and two-thirds of the adc%p- " ®

I3

t’e-rs' of EXPER SIM, Guided Design, and Student-to-Student Counseling are homo- .

philous with the ::l.x'lvent‘or, in terms of their disciplines; whereas only ten

A YT
.

B “ per cent. of the TIPS adopters were economists. For EXPER SIM and Guided De-

. * sign those who are hdmophilous are more. likely to be adopters than.non-adopters.

+  The 208 spontaneous adopters are most homophilous with the inventor with re- .,

.o spect to their disciplines, and are thus farthest along:inthe stége-; of parti- L J

o

cipation in the IMPACT program. " v . f

Academic ‘and Administrative Rank _ ‘ b Y

- . ~

In our considera'tions'e}lbout the relationship of academic rank to inno-

. vativeness of professors and counselors, we were impressed with an observa-

S tion by Evans (1968, p. 156), made on the basis qf his study of the adoption

of the 1nn‘c’>vation of instructional television by universfty proféssors. . §
‘ An 1ndividua1 8 position in the university-system, for example, -
‘his academic rank, which is usually closely related to his ®
Job security--bears some relationship to hig receptivity to , g
innovation. This¥ in fact, may represent one of the major keys .
to understanding the rejection of certain kinds of innovations ..
' in the university community. .The young faculty member, Y

.
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.fz' )
y o
Table 5-29. Dlsc1p11nary Homophily for Inventors-Requestors by .
) Stage in the Innovation-Decision Process, and by Stage
of Participation in the IMPACT Program, by Innovation.

[t N

S o Percentage of Responding Requests in the Inventor's Discipline
; . ‘-, All Four
; ' _ . Gu1ded Student-to. Innovatlons
i - . BT - Design TIPS ~ Student ..  Combined
L . EXPER.SIM  (Engi- (Econ- Counseling (four
S X . (Psychology) neering) omics) (Educatlon) disciplines)
i T, ' (N=145) (N=139) (N=65) (N‘486) (N=835)
I. Stage in the. Innovation- ’ .
Decision Process® o L e
" 1. Non-adopter - -3I7% « “42% 9% 55% . . 208"
» 2. Intend to adopt . 448 119% 108 57% ' 35% :
3. Adopter . ¢ | 42% 33z 10% . 62% 43%- .,
All Individuals - 19% 128 g3 479 " ogd
P Al Ii 8 - -
II. Stage -of Part1c1pat10n . &
in the IMPACT Program®* .
. - . . \\
4, Respondlng request : 18% 12% 9% 54% " 20% ‘\\
only L ;
2. Grélnt applicant - 274 - 14%  16%, 62% 328
3. Spont(aneous adopter - -49% - 38% 0% , 63% - 463 C
. d, e P : -
All Individuals o 19% 12% 8% . 47 26%
. . ﬁOf the 3,698 respondinbirequests, 499 (13 per cent) did not in-
-dicate their stage in the innovation-decision process.
*%0f the 3,698'respending requests, 416 (10 per‘cent) did not in-
dicate their stage of participation in the IMPACT program. 7
S - 185 - - ,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

s - .
“'ho ig not yet comnletely interrated’into the system, may he
-lore willing to exweriment with newer methods, but becomec .
'ﬂ1<~'<~oura~¢=t‘ vhen hn learns that the system appears to reward e
. ronforming rather than innovating behavior. He soon nerceives
that his future denmds on "nlayin~ the rame,% at least until
he has a secure "Fonthold" in the srstem, Cn the other, hand,
_thn senior faculty memher with a serure footing may be less
7illine to ahandon.traditional methods- in favor of new ones., - _ "’.
‘is hehavior has been "shaped” to conform to the system, “and hzs '
innovarive nrndlenocitions may havn been. e\'t::Ln"ulfshtv1 _ ‘ i

"his nhservation implies that loweT-ranked faculty might he exnrcted .
. : ' ‘ . e )

to he wore iike"’lj‘ to request, and nerlkapns to adopt, the Four TipAO™

é

inrnvatinnsg, hut that such hehavior would 2lso he 2ffented hy their . t

nercentions of the university reward system for teeching (an issue to ’ ' ®

-

which we return in the following section). B ‘
.infortunately, we do not have a point of comparison for our data on '
: , “ . @
rhe readn=icfadrinistrative ran% of the respmiding requests (shown '

4

in "'ahle "=2N) that would aliow us to determine whether or unt, For’

;

evarnle, assistant professnvs are undor— or nver- renrecented - nnr [ ]

n

regnandin~ requests, hecause we do not know exactly how many assistant .

'
f

nrofngssor-, associate nrofessors, ets, rhere arn -in Y.%, enllepges anpd . °

a

universitiss, Sn the data in Table 5-30 errn only e weighed in 1lipght ' ?

. G -

nf ~ pamearigdn af ana rank with ahnther ag-lecresantacd amons ner total

nurber o respopding requests,. and reross the four irnovatinne,
“eejctsnt mraTacecars aad acgneiatd® ~rofessors each ennstitute alnant
: ) o 4
15 perfannt of the reaponding requests (Mahis 8-30), hnt f1ll profeseors B ®
. e « 7
mate qp n1ly 8 ‘per ceont,  Perhaps Bvans £1948), qioted 'rrnv*m'xﬂ\' “is . .
, . - .

- 2186 o °
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Table.5-30. Academic and Administrative Rank for Responding Requests

of the Four IMPACT Innovations, by Innovation.

7 : . .

Percentage, of Responding Requests -

* |

i .

" : . i . .- - . Stpdent-to- ALL Four

R . . Guided Student  IMPACT . |
Academic/ : EXPER SIM Design TIPS - r Counseling . Innovations
Administrative Rank (N=684) (N=1,024) (N=710) (N=979) (N=3,397)%*

. Administrator (v1ce- 21% . 22% 22%, - 45% 28%
president, dean, . 0
president, . etc.)

. Director of counseling 1% - 1% - l%.- ; 13% 4%
and/or guidance center . B

. Department chairman 17% 20% 19% . 4% 15%

. S | | S
. Professor ' 8% * . 10% 10% ‘3% 8%
o " = ‘ . .

. Associate professor 19% 19% 20% ¢ 6% 15%

. Assistant professor L 22% - 17% 18% 7% 15%
(or lecturer) L , oo

R . ‘

. Instructor 5% 6% 4% 2% 5%

. Professional staff 6% 4% 5% 18% 9%
(counselor, grant ; . ‘
coordinator, etc.)

. Other titles - % - . 1% 1% 2% 1%

—_—, — — — —
100%

... Totals — - ~100% - 100% ~~ ~100% .100%

did not answer the question about their academic rank.

187 -
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*0f the 3, 698 respondlng requests in Phase 'I, 301.(8 per cent)
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corrret ahant the preater innnyativenecs of 1awer-ranted teachin? a
facylry (Jarer we shou this relationchip is influenced by perceptiqns |
» - . -
of the iniversity reward syetam),
“nuevnr, the most stri¥ine impression nane raing “rom the dnta
. | . i
. ’ - 3 . . ) ’ - .
«in ahie W=30 e the l2rge numher of administrators among thev3,593
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2 ’ . ' - ‘ M
. R . & .
o : i ‘ . N
7 TYieari-m over nndergradnate teaching, 1! thic is true,
: f _— \ :
: ! t
p nerish’” norms of larger universities ought to be reflected in a reward
/o | E S
system that would he velatively less encouraging of inno&ation'in under-
N '( N ' Lo

graduate tearhing and counseling. " ‘ X

the “nuhlish ~or-

t

N\ Uinfornunately, we do not hate a random sample of ail university..
.- - \ ) , . h

facultyr and staff in the U.S. for purposes of comparison with our

responding requestors, adonters, etc.

s v

‘evertherless, we are able to
u'—/ * : ; » -‘ - o
-comnarn my Phage T reshondents whe are Yrequests only" with those who*

' . -

r

3

are adopters or who‘ihtend to adopt, as to the size of their institution /

a . -

(measured in ‘student enrollment), S . .
maHle 5-31 shows that: = = A o

1. Resrondine requests ' who are roi-adopters are a

'

éji&llmenf vniversities than are adopters, for ecach of the four IMPiCT

innovatinps,® The reduesror-adopter difference,ir student enrollment j

vy "'- . o /
N N L . !

. ‘ . E ‘ . N ] .
. is wider in the ca§e of FXPER <7 and especially TTPS; the twn cqmeﬁer—
. . IS B

. . R T .
related Sanovatinors, for which funds ahd ecomphter fanilities may he mnre
. ' ‘ N - - . : . e . b
- 1 . N
Jitely ta' ke ayrilable +a adonters at larser wnjversitie~,, PTo js nart-
\J a. e : - ~ - ’

‘ - . . o X .
jrilartr penful in larege lecture rlasses, whigh are more 1ikel: tn he ,

. .

Formd At Taveer universities, . ) ST -
' . - ! . - -

. - . - . ¢
/ N B . :

.

. *One possible reason for ‘this relationship may be due to the concen-
‘ tration of "later pre-IMPACT knowers" (who first-learned of the IMPACT
-innovation between January and October, 1973) at smaller enrollment. in- @

- stitutions, only 4 per ¢ "at of these respondents, we found vgre adopters,

_— while 30 per cent of the "early pre-IMPACT knowers" ‘and ‘7 pér .cent of the
@  "post-IMPACT knowers" (after November, 1973), are adopters, respectivelyu

ERIC:;: . - , { «’< Yy

1 3
. . . s
P v | S") . . . 0
. .

<
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Table 5-31. _Stu&eni”EniuilmenL, by Qtade in the Innovation-Decision -
, ‘ . «Process, -and by Stage ol PuﬂL1c1pdilon in. the [MI'ACT - e
” :;Program, by Innovation. : A
¢ ’ - .
Average Student Enrollment at the Universi?y
. : _ -Student*to- ALl Fqur
Guided : Student Inhovations
EXPER SIM _Design. TIPS Counseting - {ombined
oI.’Stage in the Immovation- -
Décision Procegs® ’
1. Do not intdnd to "9,151 . 7,952 8,246 5,922 . 7,778
" adopt (so requestead (N=6329) -(N=913) (N=722), (N=736) (M=5,003)
- jnﬁprmatioi only) - C ' }
2."Intend to adopt 10,935 7,117 13,362 5,399 7,578
o7 during thei 1974-75 (N=41) - (f1-50) (N=19)  (M=103) (N=213)
‘ nwademio year ' L ‘
3. Have adopted 11,004 9,833 15,817 7,55 RO
, (N=46) (N=67)  (N=20) (N=118) n253)
s i \ « ) SN : ‘ .
‘II. Stage ‘of Par&icipation , .
in thefTMPAcr Program®*.
L. Fmspondlng requests 93,224 7,915 ° 8,306 6,007 v'7,758
¢ only - (N=626) (N:Q'E»l) (N=710) (N=801) (N :%,098) .
i [ . oy . ‘
7. Crant app¥icant 9,759 7,057 10,008 4,635 7,627
' (N=70) S T(HN=55 (.N¥Sl).‘ (N=80) (=2 "6
4. Gponteneois adopter Lw9445 11,795 14,880 7,806 /v,42s
g/eﬁ 33) (N=55) « (N=10) (N=110) (N=208 )
S | F— ,’
r¥&=i;>/ 1> Totals 9,331 wr~19 8,504 6,080 7,857
RO | . M=729)  (N=17073) (§= 77&) (N991) i (N=3,562)
& . ' ‘ {: ' :
N ’ /

*Of the 3,698
not indicake their

rollment.
**0f the 3,698
not indicate their

flent. enrolilme t.
( U%Eaﬁa /?
A

responding requests in Phasn I, 499 (l;fﬂn'oﬁnb) did
adoptaon/lntend to adopf/non admpt¢on,l/r ctwlent en-

. . 7 ‘
responding requests in Phase I, 136 (@/per cent) did
stage of participation in the IMPACT program, or stu-
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ser-enrnllment univer-

-‘le .

. Spontanenns adonters rend rq hn at la

/ e ) I

- "eirine than re eprant-annlircant s and rniﬁgndlnz Tequests, Remﬁ{::f may

and sn indivi‘uyals

”T\}h”n morn resdily available at ﬁhnse’fgggi;,uniVﬂrQifiPQ}

-1

there .sre lass lirely to need to apply for an IMPACT grant, as alternative
‘ . . . \

" r

. . -. "A -- . . ‘_ .'- - . '\
* fimding ,is wailabhle, The'request only"/spontaneous adopter difference in
,,,,, {

studrn+ nnrnllmenr is espec ?11y marked in the case- of TIPS, For|

Suided Nesisn and Student-to-Student Counseling, averace sgudent knrnlg—

4,

o~ . . .
- menJ J; less for crant applicants than for resgonding reqiests,

\\ " . o B f

- 4 N v

Ferceptinns of tHe Peward System for Teaching

n '

“his section is conmcerned with the respondests’ perception-of the
‘ A K i
- TeugTds civen to effective tearhing in his/hér instrtﬂtinn's decisions
/" : ) ’ .
ahout faculty nromotion and salary.increase-

® "'e measured this aspect of

o .
. . LY

<9 ' - i ’
the rereeivad reward system with the following question®-in the Phase

+ T questionniire: i

& ' / ‘ Lo N
f ) , : .

. !
‘hat relative Wweivht is siven tn affertjve teachins, versus
Aublication, vhen a faculty memher in your unit (such as
2 don?rrmpnf) isveonsiderad for a promntion or a rajise?  PTEASE DISTPTwr-
e 100 - RETUREY CIRSE NG ALTERVATTVES, MIGREAULTYC (0T ‘
“PVT""f\”' ‘!”EP;QESPPVQT”TJIWTEG

t / 1 ‘ " m
lo 7 weaching L

— . ' Ty .

/

J
T 1
J i
‘)
o

r..gn—xv-f_ﬂ; anad

o veem

i

, 4 “qgé).‘:rr-h and :‘)'_lh'lir‘at;i()":‘.

-~ '

'

B o '

K Th1§ quesrlon ie adapted fr@m an \nqtrnmont desigred by Dr,
etert Kormay Center for Research on learning and Tearhina,
nivetsity of ~ichigan, Lo [ y

. FRIC ‘ . ,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: .
- - . - B

»
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MMis question was somewhat sensitive for our Fhase I respondents,,

] \ . . , -, - o
' . r ,' . 12 o » . N -
? as.only 2,958 of the 3,698 responding requests (80 perscent) answered
- it, 3everal respondents wrote.comments on their duestionnaire about X <t
) this question, either qualifying their resnonse, objecting to the quest- .
%ﬁ - in in general or the way in which it was worded¥ , or stating that they -
I3 <o . ¥ .
agf Aid not ¥now what their department rewvarded, .Our main variable in the .
) £ . ¢ ¢ . . . ©
- pre~ent section is the weichtins ziven to teaching, - The range possible
N o - -‘ - o - -
. . o > . . ] - . o : 4.
is “rom zero.to 100 ner cent, hut the average weightine for the 2,958 . e
resnondepts to this question is 71 per cent, indicating that for all of i
. . f .. ‘" ’ [
N R N " -
i our respnnding requests as ‘a category, teaching is perceived as relatively
3 - . A . . -
i : . , . - ° - : : .
' more important in the reward system than is research~and-publi¢ations,
) . o _ " _ .
IR : Freviously, we quoted Evans (1968) on the importance of the univer- . -
% sity reward sysyem as A possible harrier te teachine innovation. “hile
. R B Lo u‘ - " . N
. . . ) e T ) '
. et research has heen conducted nn perceived reward systems in induetry ) :
. And haeinpss, our reveiw of literature Aid nor indicate sany dpvesti_ stion
. . _ 4 _ .
B nf this ronie in nniversitie-n, Lt . . .
i : v , P
] . ‘ ) . . ;s
1 ~S'nthesic of caciat~-rsycholorical studies ap rewards iv {nd R e
Y ~ovelydes: "Organizations tend to motivate the kind of behavior they rewara, ’ )
. . . » o - . R . * -
. h . . [
Fhue, one effectiveway to rmderstand the hehavior of individuals i nr e
. * “ ¢ : : ’
E tvatinne iaq tp‘lan‘:nnnrg11y a2+ how réharde Aara njynn in the groacdieatiar
; - - i '
.Aand cwerifically Ar what individuale hayn Fa A tn nhtadin the reyards ' hey
; 3 : : . )
o . ) ot Fow-rnépnwﬂan# a1 "Fhat eervico et ahaitld Al=n haue 'veen
' o imatuded as a third ecategory in the nnnaring, . -
. O ‘ < ’ » [ .

|
S ‘ -

L -, i) . .




- volie U7t evn ane!

; athers, 1075, p, 4%, 1tallea ffom the originnl).
: ot ’ L . .
- . . ™

. ' Ko we expecrpd to rmd th'ﬂ‘ arfnnters of rho T’“""' innovations

« . s

- — N - e - et co—— k3

wanld nlace a higher:ranking or teachinz in rhe perceived reward systom

.
»

Bl -

of rheir,i~"fiturion. towever, Table 5—%7 showe that ado'»torc and nen-

“ N

1“ °
adonters dn not d:anr rich on percentione of ”hﬂ%lmnﬂrta nee of reoching - °

in their institutinn’s reward system, TF ~nythin:, +the adnpterc waizh

- e

. . . "
» .

4 N . . _ :
trarh¥an e glishtly 1nee impartant in treir inctitntion'e roaward sysram,
» . - ) ) - 1
“av e rhere muech differance in "able 5= 17 or thn qu is of atane
- N . () : -

~ .

. ~F parricination in the TMPACH program, s1thonch spontaneons cdopters

v . .
e
T

ands reanestors onlv.out stizhtly greatar weicht on_ tesching than An

. - -
o N —) .
' ot

arant anplirants,

P . - v

¢ .

‘here are, “wowever, somw Aifferences from innavation to innovatinn

) vt - .
. vifh “rndamfoto=Srdent Counseling rongecre xiaing tewhh:ng A Ayer e

.
4 .
© - v

: el
e ) ey e TN e ""”‘t, i Ta the T'P"‘""‘“-fc Frr tia thyan |-,~.g,7),~,v.nl inno- i .
N L3

.- , . et

vatiane synrase from A7 fa 70 ner cent ( hie f-32)},
(3 o ¢ +
able 5=33 ~reseate tha Pearseniaf nrredunt-mament rorrela twpnc oF
: & ’ 7 L 0
nereeivad teachint weirht with the rrsnordjne vequasts® individual and

. - v
) I3

v

$netirntional echaracteristics. 7enera11y, the percejved importance of

v
.

. teaching iv the revard systen is negatively related with (1) highest

A 2

.

degfen cOMhleted. (2) highest degree nffered by the 1nst1tut10n, (3)

o

o size of- thn 1ns*1;ution, ag measured by student ﬂnrol1monf, and (4) hour-

.

. man rating of the academic quality of the institution. These;consisrent

* mavarive cor+elations indicate that teaching is perceived to be more

- C R 194




Y-ty

Table 5-32. . Percelved Importénce of Teaéhlng in the Reward System, : : -
by Stage in the Innovation-Decision Process, and by = °

v X Stage of Participation in the IMPACT Program, by, )

. Innovation.

-

_"szégiyed"Importanceﬂoiaie@ehing~in-thgfkgw3rdf8ystemm_W_f_‘,,

) - : | 2 - _ _ _ -
c ' : a” " Student-to- All Four
‘ Guided Student Innovations
' ~ EXPER SIM ' Design PIPS - Counseling Ccmbined
: (N=595)  (N=85) (N=633)  (N=879) (N=2,958)%
- v ’ ﬂ
Stage in the Innowvation- - : L e
Decision Process e ' i : : ‘
~ 1.°Non-adopter - .67 70 ' 68 78 - . 71
2. Intend to adopt 57 72 53 82 72 .
3. Adopter . 62 66 48 80 i 71
<’ i M _— ‘——-.—— . ——ar [ e astopn . D — ) -,:
-, Totals 67 .70 . 67 79 A -

Stage of Participation
in the IMPACT Program -,

1. Respondlng request 67 - 71 68 78 72
. only L . : . - B T
2. Grant applicant | " 62 65 . 59 81 69
3. Spontaneous adopter 61 65 - 59 .8 - 72
Totals 67 70 67 79 B 5 R

v

*QOf the 3,658 fespondlng requests, 740 (20 per cent)=did not
answer the quastion about the perceived 1mrortance of teaching in the °
reward system. » -
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Tablé 5-33. Correlations of the Pérceived Importance of Teach-
" ing in the Reward System with Selected Personal and °
Institutional Characteristics of the Responding
Requests, by Innovation.* Lo

3 .- & A

) : porrelation'With'ﬁerCeived'Importaﬁée of
s " Teaching in the Reward System

o ) . o
Personal and ° - . ¢

- Institutional e . " . -Student-to-
Characteristics of : © Guided . Student
the Responding EXPER SIM ¢ Design TIPS A Counseling
"~ Requests . - .. (N=595) (N=851) (N=633) . (N=879)
. T, . . ' . (o
1. Highest degree °  =-.18 -.22 .22 . -.18
“completed . . - I
" 2. Highest degree .56 -.49  -.50 S
offered at the o :
» institution L
3. Student enrollment  -.51  -.53 =53 " -.45
at the institution _
4. Gourman rating of o -.60 ~. 64 =.64 . -.58
the academic quality . ‘ Lo )
of the institution ) . '
Multiple correlation 53 Y - 55 .
: : _ ’ N ‘
Coefficient of _ 46% L 41% ° - 42% 42%
multiple ' 5 - :
determination

*0Of the‘3;698 responding requests, 740 (20_per‘cént) did not an-
.swer, the question about the perceived importance of teaching in the

reward system, and-hence dould not be included in the*analysis reported
in this table. ' :

?
o

<
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v Table 5-32. Percelyed Importance of Teaching in the.Reward System,
I . by Stage in the Imnnovation-Decision Process, and by
) - L Stage of Partlglpatlon in "the IMPACT Program, by
Innovatlon : .

9 ) . Va .

, . . |
. | . .
] S i

Ce o i . N .
' Perceived Importance of Teaching in the Reward System

— —
' -, Stiudent-to~ ‘All Four

. o et : Guided - _ Student Innovations

S . *. + “EXPER SIM .Design - HIPS Counseling -~ Combined

(N=595)  (NeBSD (NZ633) (N:879) {N=2,958)%

b

2

I. Stage in the Innovatlon-
« Decision Process

4N

" 1. Non-adopter . ' 67 70 "~ 68 - 78 7N

‘2. Intend to adopt ~ . ° 57 72 53 42 Co72
, © 3. Bdopter : 62 66 - 48 8¢ -
. - e S — —
Totals 67 - 70 67 T 79 ) 71
i II. Stdge of Participation - o S o=
in.the IMPACT Program ' ' -
i Responding request 67 ‘7 68 * 78 72
only } ' - . . -
2. Grant applicamt .62 . 65 . 59 - 81 69
. 4 . . . " . /
- 3. Spontaneous adopter 61" 65 59 - 81 72
- - i 3 . _ o - . L . t\v
Totals 67 70 67 79 .7
- ’” . . -

-

«
. N q o - ' a

) *0f the 3,698 responding requests, 740 (20 per cent) did not
answer the questlon ab0ut the perceived importance of teaching in the
reward system. .

I
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« - Table 5-33. Ccfrrelations of the Perceive::l Importance of Teach-, .
ing in the Reward. System with Selected Personal and ¢

N ‘ Institutional Characteristics of the Responding o .
' * Requests, by Innovation.¥ o
S \\v,,;_#_ﬂ_E_Mw",m~»w- - o . °
. ~ - ’ Q .' ’ . .. < L, A
, P * * Correlation with Per'ceivéd"’I’mportance of .“
. ’ X Teaching in the Reward System

. -*Persona¥¥and - ‘ _ ...

‘ Institutional . ’ : ., ,Student-to-
Characteristics of - . ’ Guided ¢ . , ~ Student ®
the Responding - EXPER SIM ‘Design TIPS . , Counseling -
Requests , (N=595) " ~ (N=851) | (N=633) . (N=879)

- . 3 . I - . ° ) . @
Highest dégree . ' -.18 -.22 o o-22 -.18 4
completed - . . o ®
, ¢ i . } . ° .
Highest degree , ~.56 -.49 '~.50 -.53
offered  at" the : ’ -
institution _ x R ’ ,
. , i ; - . . ] . ' '
Student enrollment . -.51 -.53 -,53 ' =.45 ®
at the institution : Y .
Gourman rating of -.60 . =~.64 - 64 i ' -.58
the academic quality. - - - - ’ |
of the“institution o d i - . .
- _ \ ‘ - - .‘
Multiple® correlation - 7 &8 .64 .65 © .65
-~ i B, ~ . X - N
Coefficient of 45% 41% ©42% a42% -
~multiple. . T
determination . < ‘
- r— - - ,__‘_ . .. . ‘
' *0f the 3,698 responding requésts, 740 (20 per cent) did not an-
swer the question about the perceived importance of teaching in the
reward system, and hence could not be included in the analysis reported
in this table. . ‘
. > @
" o
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- important in the reward system by, individuals (1) who do not possess a

: doctorate'dngiee,'(z) whn are. emplqyed at institutions that do not offer

the dortnrata degree, (3) whose institntions have a smaller student enrnll-
- b . . .

Q »

’,u

“ L)

. - as,measured’by the Gourman rating.” Somewhat less than half of the variance
o - . . . R

in the variable of the perceived importance of teaghiﬁgﬁis-explained by
. ] o~ - 5 ) . N
. ) 'théseefour independent variables (Table 5-33).° ) Ty
, ¥ . : - . ¢
N . - . " ) R 3 o ’ ..
. N 'xable 5-34 jllustrates the strong negative relationship hetween univ-

-

.

ersity size (as measured in total student enrollment) and the perceived im-

2

- . 2,

Smaller-sized institutions are

T portance of teaching in the reward system,

a . o~
- - -
A

a . . L
perceived as placing much greater, importance on teaching, rather than re-
search and publications,
Sourman 'Ranking of Yniversity \cademic Quality

’ -~
- o8

The Cnilege or universiry affiliation of each of rhe resnonding

requesﬁoﬁs in our Phésé 1 were coded as to their Gourman 71967) ranking
“on academic qudlity, as explained prevgously in this éhaﬁter. 0f the 3,698

., responding requests, 1,169 (3? per cent) could not be given a "ourman rank

’
»

. as to ~cademic quality hecause their institutioh was not ranked ir the “our-

~.
o

man (1967) report (for example, rankinzs are nnt availawle for corrunity

collegns’ or junior #ollezes), The average Snurman ranking for these

-~

. 2,529 requects’ i€377; the possihle ranze of ecarng ic from ahont 200

tn 700, with a higher srorplindicatinc higher acndeﬁicdquality of the ia-

B “stitution., -
N []
om0 197
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ment, and (4) who are employed at institutions with lower academic quality,

o,
Fod

eSS o0t

D
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Stahle 5-34,. bercnived Tmportance of Teaching in the Teward System,
- hy Size of Tnstitution (as measured hy irudenr enrcll- .
¥ - ) ment\ hv Trnovatian, ~ . T
. - g C’:}
- © . Vereeived Importance-
c & Student-to- 471 ¥eur o 7
. S - . “udded .. Studeat Innovatinns
. SFuderr ENVER $1- Design TTH Counseline Combined —
' Enrelinant (N= 583) ("= ?25) (= &15) (= R53) . (N= 2,R75)% ,
— . . - Y g . . . ,
1, Gmal1.75,000 - 80 R? £1 R7 33
‘students’ar _ ) ‘ ' )
lesea ) , . -
. . . o s -
9, Madipm . AA &7 - a4 T2 47 | o
(5,001 tn . R ‘
A o h : .
n atidant e ¢ .
3, Tar-e h9 ] oo H7 ’ ) 81 51
(10,000 ‘ : . )
! students ov ) ) T v )
mpre, ) . S W TInL : ¢ ,
) < 0f the 3,598 reenendine reaueste, 27 (77 roy cont) did pnt
, anear tha nnnqr1on ahnnt the nerceived imnarienoe of teaching, or”
plee rbe apestion on student ﬂnrnllmont.
¢ " " k1) . s
, A , > ~
- O
N " R : v R -
"o
] o
. 3 - N [
- |
» 4 l
?, - . ‘}
- ° [
] N . .
. A3
' - ] ]
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . . N !-
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oravineucly, wi%shqwqd that Sourman scores wro'rpgarivniy cor—elaten
» &ith the_importance of- tedching in the reward sustem Grahle 5-23), .+ We .
) ; L s, - * * M ? . -
: ] - . ' . "

-
- -

a1so fourd that hisher Gourman rankings are associated with larger-enroll-

L] <- T ’ - ) - M o .
. ment universitiers, which we previously farmd were agsociated (1) with

el .

5
spontanenus adontijon of the four IMPACT irnovations, and *(2) with adopt-

o ~ ) -

v

° = ¢ - . ) . ' .
. ion rarhar than only reauesting the IMPACT irnovations, [hp interrelation-
- o . -
- .

.. i
o .

ships arnn: fhese four variablec may thoe he diasrammed 2s followe,

g

Larger student = - _ S
. firnllment
“ourman rating on . ' ‘tdontirn of the four

y

academir quality . _;_>.IHPACT’innnvation“

— e Gt G e Gum  mse wmme  GvEm

A
.

. -  Perceived impoartance L
, . ' " of teaching
’ ' : 2 i."\ the S/ N *

“ revard  system - No -
2 : \ > » _Relatianship)

. - B

’
e

Trhle 8=35 showa that the ''ourman scores on aeademic quality are
q 0

hinhar for aﬂnpters'than’Fﬂr non-adopters of the ;h;gé IMPACT teaching |

2 .

) v . - ' .
__ _jwnovatinoma, ~ur the reyerse is trur for Studenr-to-Student founselinz,

o

-

-

] .
? hd -~ s s L] *
A1sn, tte latter dnrovation is adopted .at ipstituione with lower fGnnrman

s

o ~

-~ . P . . .
arores (T = 147) than £he.rhree teaching Tnanvations, whirh are adonted

v -
% b

. 2 ‘
a* inetiratinig with averagé ourman scores ran.ins fFror 104 o 402,

3
7N ~ Tanle S-35 further shows that the “onrman srores o- actdemic AR AR
’ ’ ) . '
aro bistaect Cap snontanenons adnntoers, Follored her srant apeldcanta and .
v : -

rnanonding fequests, for the thrbe TdACT teaching innovatinns, hn* the

- . . ® . t v
° ’ . .

reverse is trie for 3tudont=to-3ftndent founselinz, ) ®
. \)‘ . ‘ 199 \l\u
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—the Innovation-Decision Progess, and by Stage.of - *

Partlcibation if the IMPACT Program, by Innovatlonf\

o

e hd ©

Table}5-35. ' Goprman Ranklngs on Academic Quallty, by Stage dn- -

-

Y
¥

~

Average Gourman Ranklngs on Academle Quallty

of the Instltutlon

' ‘ i . ‘'Student-to- All Four
- ) Gulded . Student -  Innovations
- -« EXPER SIM Design TIPS Counseling - Combined

kS
L

'+ '(N=558) ° (N=772) (N=549) " (N=650) (N=2,529)*

. I. Stage in the Innovation-

De¢ision Process

. : 7. : .
1. Non-adopters -~ = = 396’ 376 + 379 354 376
2. Intend to adopt C43: 369 427 370 381
3. Adopter T 428 . 396" 492 342 3853
. . L . - —_— e - . — —
. Tot als 400 ° 378  .383 352 377
II. Stage of Partlclpatlon R .
in the IMPACT Program - ,
1. Respending request 398 376 . 379 = 355 376
2. Grant applicant 412 T 392 an 337 387
3. Spontaneous adopter = 418 401 513 340 378
. Totals. 400 - 378 383. 352 377 -

. have data available on their Gourman ranking. -

” *Of the 3,698 respondlng requests, 1,169 (32 per cent) did not

ot
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af narticinatjon in the THUAC™ nrogtam: Anptors had frhe grnappet‘thnngf

-~ 2 ' .
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- . 3

o

a aty Aiffnsion activity (¥ = 1,22), followed by intended adopters (X = 0,90),
. ‘ ' . LY .
. .

. and hv nnh—adnptprs (T = n,50) (Table 5-5), ™ f ' ' *

€ .

T

.

(5) ~@naral-innovativeness, ac indevad hv the number of reven
"v. N~ . . . . " .
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. - .
vidantapne, ptcu)(nsed, was hisher For anontanenns adanters (¥ = 3.4) .
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. ' | v . ) - ..
~ . . |

than “or ==an+r apilicarte (¥ = 3,2) .or "requests . nnﬁy"‘(;_=-3.1)i

4

— : * . Crantes Yersne dane='rantee spnlicants : . .

w -~ : . . * . - M ’ B
2 . - \\ . ' + .
. “hrot thont the provinueaisections=, ve havn copsidered "grant | ’

annlimant»” we a aipmle ratb-ory of 254 individuale,* Tn the nrosenr
£ . , ’ ] . K]
. seckion, e ranéister tun aph-ectajorise of drart anplicantsy
. . ) 1 a.

. ’ “1) Thn 88 cupnesafql apnlirarte vha were avyardad ora-te 3
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+
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4).Charactorized hy less jirmortance mm. tearkinz in the ner— -
N 3 T ‘ 2 !

ceived reward system (an average weight on traching of 64 versus 70 for

- . . . -

.

non-xrantee applicants), .

(5) Emploved at-universities with higher “‘ourman ranking<
on academic nquality (401 versus 383). ’ ' : : “' a : o

"

\ (&) qmightly voun-er (37 years Qg{éu3'39).
\ ) 67) Teaching larger-sized classes (N01 versus 54 students)

s
\ o o L \ 4 R

althnush ruch of this difference-is due to the TIPS aprlicantse,

‘ - : » : v
(8) NMore-actively diffusing the innovatinn to secondary rereiv- .

-4
<3

3

8]

”
«

ers (2,93 secohdary receivers for granteas versus 1.21 for non-grantee

' ¢, . . *
. ", apnlieants), " ‘ .
N R v . . : ! .
<

'Ye ronclude generally that the crantees are fairly distinctive - )
e ? 3 : , ’ ,

. . - . . . .
‘4 . . = i v . 4 - .
LV " A - . x

Jfrom the ionégranteé'appltcants, with the ;fanrees"per€ona1 and inatrit-

“_utidnai rharacteristics more similar to the snontaneous adopters, and the "o

v . a v ’ ' ;

non-gfaﬁtée applicanfs«differing in the direetion of the "requests onliv'.

a +

t . . v

- . Mgtivatiops-E X rsting Taformation  -© | ' ’

o ) ¢ v . .
. 4 ) .
Tn this final séctinn of evidence bearins on rasearch questins

#5, we anaIYze motivations for requestirp information ahout the FECTARA A

RIS .
Tinam

l i i TS ‘e 2 2 s ‘ . " ‘ ’ s
- jnnnvations by stage »f participation in the TMRPACT proeram, Table R-34

: ' : N - PSS
nses the four categories of motivatiene< for requesting information th-=r

. [ ‘
. . e . . ¢ 1
- “ .

F ¢ we nresehted previotsly in Takle 517, The main difference in resscors o
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’ Table 5-36. Reasons for Requesting Information about the
IMPACT Innovations, by Stage of Participation A
in the IMPACT Program. ya

. A

Reasons for ' ’

204

Requesting Infor- Request ‘Grant Spontaneous All -
mation_about the "Only’ Applicant ‘Adopters . Requests | {
- IMPACT Innovations (N=3,501) . (N=309) (N=223) (N=4, 033)\
1. Potential utility in , 55%. . 57% 1% = 56%
- teaching/counseling v . a :
. 2. Informational search 29%. 18% 25% 28%
¥ 3. To‘make a grant . 9% 22% 9% 10%
proposal :
’ 4. Other reasons 7% 3% 5% 6%
100% 100% 100% 100%
A‘
a
. o
4
T \ \
Q —
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RESEARCH .QUESTION #6: CONSEQUENCES OF "/HE INNOVATIONS

t

. 0 w s
Our research question #6 is: What are the consequences and effects

of the four innovations after their adgption by grantees and by spontaneous

adopters?

The four_inventors have gathered fairly detailed evaluative data | -§
about the erfeﬂtiveness of their innovation. Dana Main, Gharles C. Wales, | g
Allen C. Kelley, and William F. Brown have published in various professional |

journals about their experiences ‘with the use of their innovation, as have

sub-inventors Arthur Cromer and Bassam Shakhashiri. The main findings from

~
o o

these evaluations of the IMPACT innovations are reviewed later in this
section, following our presentation of the more oualitative data about
conseduences,~gained mainly from our fhase II interviews with adopters,

he . *

Consequences are changes that occur within a social system as a re- v .

sult of the adoption or rejection of an innovation.
' Data from Interviews with Adopters

One measure of whether the consequences of ‘the four IMPACT innovations‘

were perceived as favorable or not is the number of discontinuances* that
s B

occurred. We only encountered two discontinuances annng the 263 adopters

A= v

of the innovations' _ ' l ) ' » ,' §,

Kt

‘1. One profesgor was dissatisfied with the results of Guided Design, S
and so adopted EXPER SIM as an alternative teaching approach. Dr. "K"

attended a workshop conducted by Professor Wales in early 1973, where he

*A discontinuance “is a decision to cease using an innovation after
previously adopting it. : . : °

N
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. .le¢arned -about, Guided Design, and adopted it in his'freshman engineering
» .. ' ,conrses.in Fall, 1973. After a year'steiperdence with the innovation, o ‘
Dr. K concluded that»it was not compatible with hie philosophy of teaching,
and so heidropped it and decided to adopt EXPER SIM in 1975.

2. A second professor, Dr. '"C", was a satisfied adopter-of'Guided .
besign from 1970 to 1974. Howener, in 1974 she was appointed Assistant
Dean.of her college and thereafter found that she had dnadequate time .
.available to prepare the‘Guided ﬁesign'materials for her course. So she
was. forced to discontinue use.of'the innovation.

£
of. the 263 adopters of the four IMPACT innovations, 261 (99 per cent)

are satlsfied users, who have not dlscontinued.* “These rndlviduals pro-

Vided many types of personal experience about'the favorable consequences ' o

of the innovations'ln our Phase II interviews.. One 1mportant consequence

!

of the IMPACT 1nnovations is that they frequently change the role of . .
teachers and counselors. The philosophy of teachlng/counseling that .the
innoyations(promote,have frequently changed the behavior of the adopters,

for example, one ‘adopter stated, "Guided Design requires the teacher to

.~ - . - .

get out of the‘iecture—giving'role and - force oneself to truly guide stu-

dents' learning." @mny adopters perceivedithe use of an IMPACT innovation

Y

~as an "organizing"-influence on their teaching syle, providing them with

'~a'greater degree of preparedness in their classes. For example, one Phase
11 respondent said: "In 1iterature, there is very little apprec1ation for
precision. I4found TTPS to be an excellent self-d scipllnary experience.

It has great potential for social change as it allows for a heaithy'hotvro—

geneity and at the same time maintains legitimate differences both among

*Altnough it must be kept in mind that many of the 261 "satisfied"
adopters of the IMPACT innovations have only adopted for a year or two,
and—hence—may havea somewnat ilmlted opportunity for 1scontinuance

a . : o3
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students and teachers."

w . f}

EXPER SIM adOpters mentioned the following advantages of the innovation:

Guided Design adopters mentioned the following' advantages:

TIPS

.

1.

5.

K » ~.

It provides students with an opportunity to be creative and

independent. ' ' ¥

o hd

EXPER SIM provides an appreciation for the usé of computers.
It makes stulents aware of the time and cost involved in
conducting research.

Tt extends the range of learning activities for students

in a research design course.

EXPER SIM develops the ability to formulate research strategies.

©

1. .. It develops self-assurance andﬁself—expression on the part

adopters gave these main advantages: °

1.

2.

3.

going from college to the first job.

,It introduces students to a sequential method of thinking.

wwith'the subject matter.

~

L4

of students. ) - - e

‘ S \
It reduces the transiti6n in styles of ‘thinking vequired in °

Ly

;‘Guided Design develops lndependent and orignal thinking

It develops sensitivity and appreciation for value systems.
N

eFIt increases students_ analytical skills.

Guided Design helps them actively seek solutions rather than -

‘be just a passive learner.

"It helps diagnose problem-students early in the term.-

TIPS allows  teachers to better manage information and thus

- \

_focus attention on the subject-content.

Al
It forces students (as well as teachers) to be more familiar

>

© . 208 -
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) - ' 4., TIPS 1ndividualfzes instruction in a large class.

£y

5. It develops better study habits.

The adopters of Student-to-Student Counséling mentioned the following -

o - . R . 7 . .

z : ' s v , :
) . advantages: i o
1. It fosters a typé of relationship between the stydent couﬁ\\\\

selor and the counselee that professional counselors cannot \\\\

. . have. S e
L .

>

- - 2. It fosters more empathetic counseling services.. -

3.'mIt helps freshmen in the transition from high school tb'éollege

)

life. ' , " f"**;

9 . >

4. 1t helps reduce the student attrition rate, especially amoﬁg
. . - N .

[

freshman.
5. 1t gives student counselors a useful work exﬁerience and

. . helps them brepare for a professional role. C ' .
¢ ’ -

EA Another type of data bearing on discontinuance is that already re-
viewed urfder research question #4 on modification,bexpénsion@ ahd,re—inven—

tion. The fact ;hat.we»found very little re-inventign (almost none by ou?v -

. - standards) is one indirect evidence of the generally favorable perceived “ -

consequences of the four IMPACT innovations. T : \

While most of the data.about consequengéé“comes,from the Phase II inter-

views with adopters, we also asked one question about the penceived con-
sequeﬁces of TIPS to all the Phase I responding request§ for TIPS.* First, !
our respondehts were asked:. "What students do you think need the°most help.

A a 4

from a college teacher?" About 24 per cent said students with top grades, o

63 per cent said avgrage students, and 13>per.cent stated students.with poor

14

a
>

#We found that 608 requests prpvided such data.

. . . .
9 . . : . . <
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. grades. Supposedly, one advantage of TIPS is that it allows the teacher oo
of a large-enrollment class to reach any particular segment of his students. ‘ Qo

So we asked: "Do you think that TIPS enables you -to reach this greup?"

- About 88 per cent said "Yes". So again we see t}{‘e‘gerierally favorable per-

ceptlons of the innovation, altho’ugh it must be cautioned that. only part of o
» ‘these TIPS requests had actually adopted the innovation, - and thus had T o
.personal experiengeion whieh to base their answer. ;2:
The four innovations' consequences are also perceived by students. ' B
v ) They generally say that the use of the innovations leads .te”more enjoyable' U . -
) d efidective learning and a better orié’r‘ltation to college life. Although :r‘;
‘we wére not always able to interview students who were being taught/coun- . o
- seled with the IMPACT lnnovation, when we personally interviewed adopters,
e f___irl Ehase 1II, we®found very few students -with c?mplaint"s. Perhaps in the
. ca-se\of“'the,; thre; teaching inn‘o'vatior.ls, the prefessor's enthusiasm fer ‘ | N )
,the innovation rubbed off on his/her students. Student reaction to the .
IMPACT innovations was often measured in evalu‘ation stud:l.es (to be' re~ "»
viewed shortly)f Generally, it was highly favorable. ) BRI A 6 L
. Evaluation Studies ‘of !:he Effectiveness of the Innevatiol2
In addition to the effectivenesS studies by inventors, some adopters
have kept detailed data on the effectiveness of the IMPACT' fnnovations. . ¢
i bf l20 adgprers’v’vho w"e_re..ginterv'iewed, about 15 per tent havl'e" collectcgd ) ° ‘Y
‘such data, mu::h of which lmas nbt’ yet been published.” Many of the other 5 ‘,:
85 per cent are 'collecting data which are not yet’ analyzed. S'ome .of the ‘: ®
measures of inrllovat'ion effactiveness that are"being/ gathered are: §
o, © 1. St;denb grade point changes. 5 ‘ "
2. Student mtivation. - o . 8

-




& o-

K3
3. Student attitudes toward computers, to peer counselors', and
- to other aspects of the IMPAUT inpovations.

K 4. Student attrition rates (uspecially for’ peer counseling).

L 5. Decisior~making abilit& in the face of many issues (espe- ™ T
cially for Guided besign). . .

6. The ability to design resea;ch.and to interpret data (espe-
cially for EXl;ER SIM). : : o

7. Studént ;bilify to develop an organized and efficient way
of iearniqg (for‘TIst; C

8. Student retention of subject m;tter. - . -

» 9. Student choice of major as a result of the use of the inno-

. vation.

o

10, Cost per étudenﬁ £aught or counseled. -
A study.dealing wi%ﬂ bomputer-assisted learning projects at various i
universities indicates that: "The comppter's uniqd;;abilify to providé .t
dow-cost énricﬂment repreéents thq»ﬁost undérlexploiéed aspect of educa-

tional technology. - It‘fo%lows that the real 1mpéct of the new technology

.
-

will ge for the most part adding.to, rather than replacing, curreht-learninév
mechanismg",(ﬁockart and Mggton, 1975). ‘ihis EOmment applies;directly to

the two computér-dependent IMPACT 1nndvations»of EXPER SIM and TIPS, and -
also to Guided Design and Student-to-Student Counseling 1n the‘sénse théé'

they also represent increments rather than substitutions for 'traditiomal"

\\gggfsé (or counseling) procedures. So an appropriate research design for
. Y 4 . ¢

-

evaluation research on the 1nnovatiqns'.effectiveness basically involves

S

a compa;IEbQ\sf the use of the innovation with the “traditional procedure.

These are us&aily\some type of field experiment. .

- \\
A - - : ~
d ]

N
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a2

3
. ‘ . o
Evaluation is a type of research that is conducted to determine the

effects of programs or projects, under operation conditions, in order to

" : &
provide a scientific basis for decision (Rogers and Agarwala-Rogers, 1975).

N
e . H y

Field experimental designs are frequently utilized to evaluate the conse-
quences of the IMPACT innovationdﬁ I

A field experiment is an active interventiqn by an experimenter who

administers a tredatment to randomly-selected respondents arranged in groups

. that are equivalent in the way they were chosen with at least one treatment

- 2
E]

and one control group (that does not recéive any treatment) (Rogers and Agar-
wala-Rogers, 1975). Strangely, the.adopters of EXPER SIM (who use the

innovation to teach research and experimental methods) have been less in-

¥

terested in conducting field experiments on the innovation's consequences.

ﬂain and Nussloch (1975) compared the effectiveness of two pedagogical

strategies in teaching'introductory experimental psychology. The stra-

tegies are {1) to have studentsfread, analyze,and critique journal arti-

cles, and (2) to have students design and run mock experiments with computer

.

data generated to test hypotheses (this is the basic EXPER SIM apprcach).

[

The second approach was found to be more effective as a method of teaching
Cromer and Thurmond (Undated) have substantiated these findings. -
Charles Wales has made several attempts to evaluate Guided Design in

‘cohpariSOn with the usual lecture-based approach to teaching large classes»

Wales found that the Guided Design approach generally is superior in teaching’

o

‘knowiedge, sensitivity to value systems, and decision-making ability, whereas

. v

the traditional method of teaching focuses mainly on the "passing’ on" of
knowledge» Evaluation studies by Wales and his colleagues (1975) report

an increase in the overall grade-point of engineering students taught with

i

A3

*Evalyation studies of the IMPACT innovations are beginning to be.re-

" ported: By June, 1975, we had..received, seven.studies by sSpontaneous adopters,
~in additioh to the studies done by the inventors/sub- inventors.

S 212 |
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the Guided Design approach.

’ Findings from various evaluation’ studies conducted at West Virginia

-

University, Wayne StateLUniversity, Youngstown State University, Wichita '

State Universityi and the—University of Michigan “on the various facets of

the effectiveness of Guided Design show that:
// 1. It increases stﬁdents‘ tolerance tor ambigﬁity.

2, 1t 1ncree§eedetudents' need for achievement:

3. It 1owers-studeﬁts"9ﬂ§iety.

4; It improves studente"performance in pgpfessionel schools. «
5. It makes them more effective in comﬁeﬁicétion skills.

6. It‘Pelpsrsystematic*deve}obmeﬁt of such intellectual

. ' activities as knowledge, comprehension, application,

. - -

' analysis, synthesis,”and‘evaluation.

Perhaps TIPS, more than any other innovation, has been studied With:‘

.

@ greater .scientific rigor. A controlled study 1nﬁolving‘ébout 1,000 stu-

dents in éconoﬁics’classee indicated that the use of TIPS: (1) increased

[
-

student aohieVement, (2) 1ncreased‘felat1§elx poorer stpaents’ achievement

‘more than it increased the perfbrmence of better,stddents, (3) 1eé‘to im- .
provementﬁin student pérformance independently of the type of exémination

questions used, ahd‘(4) ‘was nct limited by stﬁdentbhoetility toward compu-
ters. The choice 6f majof two iears after the;course shows thaE’a number

. of the students ehose-eégﬁomics. éome data_on the cost effectiveness of
TIPS was alsp provided by Kelley's kl968, 1972) studies. ; :
k . Dr. Bassam Shakhashiri of the University of Wisconsin-Madison’rEportea
that TIPS 1siemmore effective method of t;aehing ehemistry and that stadents N

’ o

1




&

like it. 1In one field expepi;ent, the same professor taught two. classes,

one using ChemTIPS and the other without it. ChemTIPS had.greater effec~

&

Dr. William Brown (1972) and his associates-have, conducted mdre than

'30‘investigations of the effectiveness of Student-to-Student Counseling -

3;

- -~
involving approximately 42,§0Q’students enrolled at 60 high schools and
_‘colleges. These evaluabion studies shon that the students counseled by other
studentsrreceive higher academic grades andcare less likely to drop out of

college than students not‘counseled by student counselors. In comparison

to professional counseling, Student-to-Student Counseling 1is generally much

more cogst-effective.

i

e
Not all of the field experiments on the”effectiveness of the. four
IMPACT innovations represent ideal research -designs (for example, some do

. not include a control group or with some other comparison in ordek to pro—

vide a;basis for measuring rélative,eﬁfectiveness of the innovation), and

precise'data.0n'costfeffectiveness are not always gatherdd. JNevertheless,
we feel the overall results of“these field experiments are generally convincing.
We conclude that the’ conssquences of the four IMPACT innovations, (1)

2

are generally‘perceived by;ad_ptcrs and students as favorablel*and (2) are

evaluated as advantageouvahen compared to traditional approaches to~teach-

N -
ing/counsgeling in field experiments.
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£l

. Dur research question 47 is¢ How are the four innovationg per-

t
- - .

ceived by faculty members, students, and administrators, and how ‘do

LN

“

- ‘ LN
these perceived attributes ot the innovations (such as
R - - . . e

. advantape over existing practice, complexity, etc.) affect their rate

their relative ',

) ’ B B B .o
of acontion? - . '
(]

Percrived attributes of ‘an innovation are important 4in determin---

.
- N 3 N
-
T

inz the ratr of_adopt{on of the innovatinn (Cﬁapter 2), ‘“The hain’por— .

»

ceived aréfihutés of innovations which influence the rate bf'adOption- - : A "
4 N ’

s are as follows: i

~

1. Relative advantage: is the decree to which an innovation

! . . -
. h «

it snnercedes,

w -

T

is nerceived to be super{or ta the existing prhctice that

“or inctance, economic nrofitahility (or ‘savin~s); social gains, ete.,

L . . S~
are commAnly nerceived relative advantaged, nast diffusion research indip~

ates, FReonomic profitahility is usually measured in terms of such suh~=

dimen<ions "5 low initinl cost, increased effertiveness, and Pfficfcnngl .
T < R J /- . B -
time and eFfort savings, etc. Still another dimension is that the adopt-
[N . R - . ! - ’ i . - . s

-

jon of an i-movation nrovides services that did not exist prinr to

adontion. :

« K

. -

? ‘ - The 120 adnpters that we iatorvirued in Phran

I1 meatinped

such relative advantage factorsas increased effectiveness

- »

in their teach-

e =
N 5

PR T "~ . ) .
ing/counselinz (89 per cent), increased officiency as a teacher /counsalor

and beichtened ahility in mana;in; larpe-sized intraduct™

.~

{ Q -
u]ERJﬂ:(7O prr eent),
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o
ory ctasses and/or rounreling units (60 ner cant), s one axopter caid

+

e ~.

///abbut-nao of the inrnovatinons: “The market For TI™S is large gniversitirs.
S . P 3 . . , . 3

.~ vhere there -re lots of-students and large classes with inadpqLafe fac-

.

.
o .

< dlities anq“n§rsdnnelf" | \ i | '
" “xcessive tﬁme Feqpired at thp-inikgé} stﬁges of use was\perceived
.\ 7S5 the most %mportant negative aspect of"the f&Lf.inﬁovatiéﬁé"gbla?ive' "
: . , {
advantage, ‘e asked all of the irterviewed adopters how they perceived the . 4’ ’
amount of. time necessaryifor adoption. | -, , . '.'. _ ' o
1, Takes a Ipt méfe timq,—e-—j ,. . ~-- 87% - A P
2.1Gradpa11y‘wiil takef}ess time--- N a8z
* 3. Noers gotbtake'mgre timef-4' \ ' ; - “ : 5? . p
© Totalemmemmmmciim-. —- 1007

*he issue of initial cost was percrived by adopters as less
important, vut of 120 adnnters, 55 (46 per cent) had grants from the

Exxon Bducation qundation. The other 65 adoptefp;obtained funds ffom i
. Z’, . . w

o

various other sources (#nzs Foundation, National Science “oundation, 'ill.

Family Pound?tion, departmental "8lush funds", college counseling eeater

-~

funds, ~te,). Of AR5 spontaneous adopters, 41 per, cent said that the yae ° ®

a »
of the T*PAC innovation did-require more mon v than their pravious method

of teaching the same course, “ut more than half (59 per cent) said that .. ‘i

funds were availahle to them, and aISo,faculty release tipn;' Murh of these
L ‘ o
' \jundg came from such adrministrators as the departmentuchairman, dean, vice~ ,
. | a ’ B . . . . . @ .t
9 R - . ' s . ‘ t i . ,

A ruiToxt provided by ER
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nresidents, ete, ‘lence, slack resourcas® From within the university

. " © ) : ' ..
and finoneial sgrants fren external sourcrs are the two mnst frequerd
4

soureers of Funds far the adontion of the f.ur *HYAC innnvations, G4
& . ’ Tt

*he':wility of the INPANT innovations to bridge a performance

- i i L
. H

can (o= manaYt® wos alen perceived as an imporrant nart of relative

T
. __”,”___,,,,_'.—»-——'——"'

i

‘--vaﬁfagn7“*§bme imes thus nerformance - gap was evidenced by a rapidly—increased

.

enrnliment 34 a parricular clas Sy a quddon hudzet cnut (1Pading to 2

-

‘. ‘.’{..' s P L s x
~desire for yreater efficiency), or a problem with racruiring or retaining

. a particulat kind of staff member.®¥ Tn many cases, vwe conclude from .
— . Loe ) , S o o . o, ) . .
.7 the interviews with dd@nnters that the awareness of the innovation helped

%

o \create a perceived-pefformance gaps, For example, when one of our Tes-

-
. a
k4 - “

pondeﬁfs first lea rned ahout EYPER 91“, ha conld 1mmeﬁlare1y see 1tq
" ‘potential for use in his experimental’psycholngy‘course, and promptly“ o

I3

installed it as a lower-cost replacement for the rat’ Taboratory that

s

I

Q%” ‘his dspartrent had previously maintained,
o
. . N " 3 N o
Thn wap berween school and rhe 1ob marer is one not_easily bridred,
ny traditirmal teaching methods and studénts have often complained abont
1 . * . . » -
» N ! ’ | 4
_this Aeficiency in universities, Several adnpters of "uided Nesi~n notrerd ,
-~ ° » .
‘,:, , ’ ‘a ' -
t N % T7ack ,resources are resources which are not already committed
to other rurposes (Roaersand hgarwala-nnwnrs, Forthcoming). . : “ “

' ! dede A nerformance zan is the rondltwon nf a systom in which a differ- - o .
ence Px19t° between the actual condition of a ‘system property, and the - - |
ant1c1pation of what that conrition- would,be in order to meet a systnm - |
problnm mora effectwely _ ; . 217 T ,

O - SmMguch nerf‘ormarmo gaps qan serve as cunc-to-acrmn, ewnb ol ) . -

[:RJ!: t1mn that c*ystalllze attitudes into action, . : : N

: - . D




. o trained counsalors to deal with many of hn etudents’ .prohlems, usually .
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ot

- old, eruel rorla”, : \ e

r 24 Il

. v

that this o -en-enred rrotlam-=nlving anproach hac ficilitated or vould

- ko
. N .

T facilitere to trapsitie- from 'the warm womh e the uriversity into the

-

.

-

v A . . ’
. . "TPQ adonters azpee that early” datection of stndent learning def-

! €
i -« ¢

iciennies in 2 course is @sse€tiai, and that TIPS is a most effective way

.
-~

A7 providine this servie~ to students, So the most important percent-

hd o

ion of TIPS' =welative advantage is of its diagnostic and feedback funetio,
‘Qrmi:ht'be e¥nected, the need to reduce hizh attrition retes at -

-

many conlletes and utniversities plays a major role in the adoption of

L - - ” . 4 . s
rProfessor "rown's Student-to-Student Counselinz., Although the majority .
. . . . . A’b N
nf adopters* rasnective ~chools were operating some fyne of counseling

. .. 2 S
aroxrar bnforé  Student-to-Student Counseling camn 2lonp; most were in-

o

‘adomiats ta wedr gtadent needs’thn adonters ronorted, fuite often, thae

\ .
\ : ~ . )

jnadenquiey wos Aum to o 1veh of enonch professional rersonnel and vell-

+

~

252 reanlt of low budzets, ‘ha innevetion offerad 2 means of nxpaqﬂin;

and/or improving an existing codgseling program. =~ As one adopter asserted:

. "
’

“ile ayrment nur cornseline prosram with-trainerd aind -salected peer coun-

“alors”, ) .

. . - . N "
The =aeming ability of the IMPAC” innovatinns to bridge nerpeived

-
-

L 3

. ’ 9
~pra rhrnua‘&”i.«nr(\n}aﬂ ni factitvennce and qffipinqp:r jg o g anrTtant Tencnr

‘
«
.

Far adontin~, “hun, the.rerceived relative advantace of the four TUInCT

»

innovations are pncfﬁivn1y‘re1ated to their rate of Adantinn,

L 218
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2, Compﬁtihilipy: is the derree to which an ihndyatlbﬁ\ii

percviveﬁ'as consistent with the existirg values, felt neerds, and nast

experience of individwals., Computer comparahilit? between the inventor-s
e ‘ . .

- R . . - . / ) )
and the adonter's facilities was an important subdimension of the attrih-

© -

nte of compatahility fow EXPFR SI¥ and TIPS (see mur previnus discussior
el . - ) - . e

<

&

3

1
~2s lessening the role of the teacher/counselor and comngting for stnud-

?
B

“‘ents' attentrion, R

@ - ° .

Adnnters are concerned that rsneriallvTin a large class,. it is

ES
«

Aiffirult to provide much individual attentinn to the atiilente, or

ayamsle, WYPGR CIM, “rided “esién, and TTPS 211 releare the'instructar

tion activitiéé, and thus free them to give moretipdividualizéa teaching

v .

to students, Many adopters favor the change from a cénvéntional'lebr—0

x <
nrins Tole to hecominp a "zuide and en-learner” with the students.
. . : . B e

Hotraver, we fonnd that some teachers' need to nerform was rhront-,

AR

ehed by the TMP 0T teachiny innovations (Carlson, 1945), Sorme ~donters

-

. . < " . - -

# 'a found that 21 ner cent of the adapters of the two computer—:
relnted innovations did net know computer prorramming, 9 ner cent had
not nrevinusly used computers either for :teachin~ and/or rescarch; and
onlv 14 ner cent had incompatihle computers to that of the inventor ar
the suh=~inventor, ‘ ' :

. 219
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| feared the aveessive depersonalization
\

i n ol 1Y ni—“ Si t.‘,“- i on r‘aU.SP'"
n ~ .l‘ 1,

, for evanple: "I have to go to the
romputer nri~t-out o £
i

- o
A ant shout A stndent “efore T ean tell thom :
Thput thamanlyest,  Thi'e comment implieg ° cense nf comnetitinn wirh
| T L . B 3 . -
- . i .

the corauter on the-part nf the profrsenr,

>.l|\ ) - ) = . N
|

*

ithat the collese professnrs® nead t
\ — :

[

(ur ~nneral impression is

§

-~

o nerform oy a -tectnrer is
1v relatad to the rate of adoption of
““ ” N . T

l

mnezatives

i

i

“ . ’ a . '
the tHree teaching innovations.
“pfo 3eneta31y, ue conclude that 2n jnnovation's degree of
SRR . . o
N compatatility with existing values,

I - : :
, i . . ¢
' is not strongly

}

|
1

) v R
£nlt rerds, and pact experiences

.
)

B

3, Comnlexitirs i

vy related to the 1nnovation's‘rate=af adpption;
. ,

.
-

g the decres to vhiech @ar jnnovation is per>
apivwad as relatively Aiffi

|

cult to adont and requirin
F—;ni‘!irie;\': for ad
\ .

Antinng,
y . 4
|
~0 PU"’-QT"'
) \
4

s somr spacial sbille
_oth EXAER QT :

apd TI?% rpuse gome problems of
\ o " - l . :
naend comnlexitysfor our adopters,
NI \\ -~

is nrrhlem

a
.

¢
. N . . A
e we described previously,
. \ )
i especially seri
\ ° o - :
not heﬁ nrinT compu

! o
ous for the several adopters who .have
ter evnerisnce, TOVeVeTr, Same 42 adonters. of FXI
\‘ a . . .

. )
2Ty and TIPS mentin

ST
Y

ned rhat the ‘complex nature af the romnuter (and
a RS . . L ) L. .
jtd nes For TYORP T a4 TTP7) was one factor that le=d them tn 2dent
. (34 additin~ to the usefulness of the in
:.\ ~-
i
aj

novation in their instructional
nation),

s

nne| adonter said:

<6me aHthefé,felt jt was 2 challence to them:

for example, . .
e write my own comnnter brngram; and at the same
timp nat ont side-traclhed from the mail

.

o200 . | |

n pedacony of the jnnovation was




titi1latingf’--i{tellecéua11y.1 It aleo providgd.he with an empty -
eraffald [the comnuter program for EXPER SIM T ready tb;be Filled with

&
. »

meaniasful information which teaches the concents’ of nsychology".

. o,
» : -

. Other than the computer-relatecd a<pect of complevity (and that

2 ' / ; ) &
L

o . for nnly » few adopters), we.did not Find otherigimensions of complev-

. . - N

ity., Mosr respondents that we interviewer in Phase II said thev eonld

i . . . -

arasn the hasic idea of the TMPACT innnvatinns rather easily, ‘!owever,

our intervidw data came mainly from adopters, so it ‘is pnssible that

complexity is‘a more important consideration for the requestprs who
did:not adopt.: , !

.

& _ But generally, we conclude that complexity has not importantly

- .

»

affected "the rate of adéptio% of the four IMPACT innovations.

~

4, Trialébility: is %he degree tn which an innovation may

if - he experimented with on a limited hasis. e 2gked all the adopters

. . 5, N . . .
. who were interviewed in Pharce IT about the extent nf ntilizaring of

v . 1

- their innowation in. terms of the total rlncc/eounsaling. time devnracs
o h '

te its nea, and the proportion of all, the ~ourses taught with the

innovatina for EXPER SIM, “uided Desien, and “TPZ, ‘e fcns tie
inrovations used mainly as a partial sunplement to an already-fxiet-

. : . | . 2

ine teachingfcounseling method, 1Ir nonly Ahent 10 per ecent of *he

-

adoptions did one of the TVEACT inrovariors complately rerlace the

221

.\) N ' ‘ ' <. . . ‘

:wiéﬁw_ : ’ : . ' L.
& ‘ . . . . i . . " : 2

*

o




, S : 5-124

.
| | . . " | . -
existing mode of instruction or counseling. The total poertion of class
SRR . : PR
time devoted to the cuse af one of the three teaching innovations is:
. & o K
Extent of Use of the'innovation Percentage of Adopters
91-100 per cent nf the class time ' - o347
v i ; ' . .S‘ . . .
71-90 per cent of the class time : ©19%
N 41-70 per ceat of the class times.’ . . 19%
40 per'cent or less of the class time o 287 Coe
’ Total S . o ‘ - 100% IS

The T:PACT teaching innova;ionsvarp supplements, nnt substitutes,

' L.

<+ for existing ingsturctional anproaches, Annther interpreratién 6f these.

-

.data is that most adopters use the IMPACT teaching inhovations on a trial

IN
LA
[H

hasis, at least at first (the real nronf of rhis point, nf nourse, wnirlnd
] ; :

A 8 ) .
be tn investipate ihe extent nf use hy an adnprer over rime, but we faund

it imraeaibie to pather 2ccurate data of this 'ind ir nqr Phase TT inrer-
7y nwe"l .
i R > A . .

_vArti~1 adoprion ~f the TMFACT innovaticrs-is very ~ommon, sugerst-

ins that their trialability mav be related to their rate of ddoption.

a - , -

Bl

S OHéervaﬁiW%tyi i= the degree ta which the racults of an °

.

innovation ~re vicihle ta others, Tun mrin aenerts of nhservahility are

. 4 >

(1Y the dea-ap of shveinal visibiliry »F v in-ovatinn add 623 rhe deg=nn

ra ghjrh A~1a An the ohiontively=maagurerd affartivanpee ~f the innovating

3 O . ’ - . ) , .
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_are 8axhered-a;d gubltshéd}"'4'“lwAH”:“ 7 i

o _ The bhysicaT vigihility of the inwnvatinns ie ipcreased hy the

= ¥

IMPACT wnrkehops ernducted hy the four inveanters, At the workehope, thn

y

marticinants are provided with first-hand experience with use nf the

1

innovation. The inventors ingenieusly used various communication strar-

-

egies in order to increase the effectiveness of the workshops. For ex-

ample, fhey invite adopters who are sucressful nusers of th»s inpnrvation

£o dismiss their evperience at a workshop. :

a

: ) T . .
The evalpation stidies (discussed nnder recearch quegtion #0) gre means

to inerease the innovatiﬁn'g ohservahiliry. fonsiderable data are avrils

»

- -

1 ahle ahniat tHe relative offectiveness of the four TW'ACT innovations, nd

many mere finld experiments are underway.

: . : kY

1thrich' the evidence ie relatively weav, if seems that nhservanjlir
r - 0

»

1 <
is pocifiv91y related to the rate of adnntinn of the four TMPAC! innovntine e,

£l
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RESEARCH QUESTION #8: DIFFUSION STRATEGIES

Cur research question #8 is: What diffusion strategies (for example,

t
>

financial incentives for adoption, or a special message aimed at.a particu-

lar audience) might be tested inofield experiments to alter the rate of

diffusion of the four innovations? o )

In our Phase II interviews,.as'well as in our Phase I mailed ques—
tionnaire,;we asked questiqns to obtain‘suggested strategies for.a more
rapid diffusion of the four IMPACT innovations. Here are seven diffusion”
strategies*fthat‘have been suggested by our respondents, as modified by
the project staff: * |
1. Provide a list of adopters ofVEXPER'SIM,"Guided Desigm, Tlés,'

and Student—to-Student Counseling‘to_all individuals who re-

quest information from the inventors, so that these adopters

can be contacted by requestors to learn about their personal

experience with_the"innovation.

2, Specify, perhaps in the IMPACT brochures (when reViéed), the

| comnuter requirements and computer!ianguages‘used hy the in~-

oo ventors for EXPER SIM'and TIPS. A simplified explanation of
‘the computer programs'may also be needed.

3. Improve documentation to describe the specific capabilities
and limitations of the four innovations. What is it that the

innovation actually can do, and how? How effective are the

innovations, compared to alternatives? As we showed in,the

<

*A communication strategy is a plan designed to change human behavior
.on . a broad basis by transferring new ideas.

wle. - #2




previous research question, a great;number of field experiments

a

on the innovations' effectiveness are currently under Way, the
. 1

Tesults need to be pulled together and published for, each

‘innovation.

a ) a

4. Develop mass media materials about the innovations for dis-

- .. " tribution to those who are”interested.k Films and filmstrip/
| _tapes are available for onewor two of the IMPACT innovations.
Perhaps an appropriate media mix* should be developed‘
' 5. Provide details on the applicationjof each of the innovations
| to various disciplines;lso:as to'help‘the'lMBACT'innovations
break—outside'of their original disciplinary specialization
(for details,usee our findingsunder research question#S).‘

6. Evaluation of-the IMPACT innovations should be more\standard—
ized. Provide the requestors and adopters with information
on hoy they can evaluate the effectiveness ‘of the innovatlons.

. ,. 7. Fund workshopswby'other individuals than the four inventors,

such as‘by satisfied adppters._ .
During the yeaf ahead;‘theHIMPACT‘program will add‘several additional A
innovations to the present four. Perhaps they-might'be selected so as to - ‘

IS

Drovide maximum contrast with EXPER SIM,'Guided Design, TIPS, and Student—; °*

&

to—Student Counseling on certain dimensions; such as whether they deal

- iy

with teaching or counseling, whether- they are computer—dependent or not,

o whnther low-cost or high-cost, etc. Comparison with the diffusion exper-

-

lences of the four‘present IMPACT innovations-could‘thus be instructive in

<

cwu

Toe *A media mix is an optimal qombination of various mass media (bro¥
. chures, slide-tape presentations, video tapes, audio tapes, films, etc.)
instruments in order to obtain maximum effects. .

5 T ' .
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learning more about the general process by which innovations diffuse in

e .

universities. The new IMPACT innovations will offer an opportunity to test

hd -

certain of the possible diffusion strategies mentioned above in, .a kind of |

field experimental approach. B : | : ;

-

Networks dre ‘units or individuals that are linked in a pattern through
i :“channels of communication. The strategic use of not only computer networks’/, .
consortia,* but also more informal interpersonal relationships (like the
" "invisikle colleges" among college‘professors) might be utilized to speed
the diffusion of IMPACT imnovations. ‘

Throughout the:presentinvestigaticn we have terded to a‘ssume that
innovation—decisions are wmade, by college professors as individuals, but we
actually found considerable evidence of the importance of collective de-
cision involving colleagues and administrators, and, more generally, of
various organizational influences (like perceptions of the reward system)
;on the individualgidecisions ahout\the IMPACT innOVations.

Carlson (1968) stressed the fact that educational innovation occurs
in organizations: '"Adoption decisionémaking in complex organiaations must
differ in some important ways from indivioual adopticn decision-making.
Those who study,educational-innovations have an‘opbortunity to.make a’ sub-
stantial contrihution to knowledge of diffusionvby describing the way in

which adoption decisions are made in complex organizations; but so far they °
N L .

have failed to do this." ‘ ‘
: “ . N
We agree with Professor. Carlson that organizational factors have to

®

be considered more fully in studies of innovation in universities. One !

*One of our general impressions from_the present -study is the potential
importance of computer consortia in diffusing computer-related IMPACT inno-
vations. For example, the CONDUIT network of universities is considering

assisting their members in adopting EXPER Slﬁ“and/or TIPS. Overall, 48
per cent of the adopters interviewed said that their institution belongs to
either a statewide or a national computer network/consortia.

L 226 CN
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o

approach to -future research on this-tdpiE would be to gather data from

intagt,OrganizatiOnalwggoups (liie all the faculty in a departmenp)\about

‘ . ny . _
.an innovation's-diffusion. Then we could %etter learn to -understand the

-

role of organiéatioﬁal and network variables in fhe"diffusion;of educa~ ¢

»
- .

a
20l

S

tional innovaﬁions. Then we could begin to forﬁ and test appropriate
diffusion strategies for changing human behavior in organizational units

rather than strictly through the relatively individualistic approach fol-
N e, o — . N .
lowed in the present investigation.

©
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Appendix A

DEFINITIONS OF CONCEPTS

Adopters: are individuals who have decided to adopt and implement
one of the four, IMPACT innovations.

Authority—innovation decisions: are forced upon an individual by
someone in a superior power position. o ¢

_Change agent' -is a_ profess1onal who influences innovation-decisions
of individuals in a directioén deemed desirable by a change agency.

“

Channel: 1is the means by which the message gets from a source to a
receiver.. ‘ ' :

Collective=innovaticn decisions: .are made by consensus among indivi-
duals in the social system. :

6 : ‘ ' =
Communicaticn: 1is the process by which messages'are#transmitted'from
a source to a receiver ‘with the intent to affect the receiver's
behavior. i ¢ g

s

Communication_sti:ategy: is av)plan designed to change human ithavior
on a broad basis.by transferring new”ideas. o,

Compatibility: is the degree to which an innovation is perceived as
.consistent with the existing values, felt needs, and past experience
of the individual.

pey ]

Complexity: is the'degre° to which an innovation 1s perceived as
relatively difficult to adopt and requiring some special skills and
facilities for adopc¢ion. v 2

%,

-Consequences: are changes that, oecur within a Eocial system as a

result of the adoption or reJection of an‘innovation.
!

Credibilitz: is the degree to which a=communication source or channel
is perceived as trustworthy and competent by the receiver.

7

Cue-to-action: is an event in_time that crystallizes an attitude into
action. . ' = ’

P " ¢

. Diffusion: is the process by which an innovation is communicated to
the members of a social system.

‘Discontinuance: is a decision to céase use of an innovation after
previously adopting it. . _ .

. 208
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15.

16.

28.

: 29,

Effects: are the changes in receiver behavior that occur as the result
of the transmissio? of a message. . : , .

Evaluation: is a type of research that is conducted to, determine the
effects of programs or projects, under operating conditions, in oxder

to provide a scientific basis for decisions byvthe program officials.

E . -
Field experiment: is an active intervention by an experimenter who
administers a treatment to randomly—selépted respondents arranged in
groups that are equivalent in the way they were chosen with at 1east one
treatment and one control group (who do-‘not receive- any- treatment). :
Gatekeeper:  is an individual located in a communicat‘oh network
structure so as to control the flow of messages. - , >

Heterdphily is the degree to which source-receiver pairs are. different
in certain attributes. = . :

Homophily: 1s the degree to which source-receiver pairs, are similar in
certain attributes. ,

3

/

Innovation: is an’ 1dea, practice, or obJect perceived as new by an
individual OT some other adopting unjit. :

o

: Innovation-decision procéss: ‘1s the mental process through which an

individual progresses from initial awareness-knowledge of an innovation
to a decision to adopt or reJect and finally to confirmation of this

decision. ) ~

¢
v

Innovativeness: 1i¢ the degree to which an individual is relatively
earlier in adopt1ng new ideas than other members of his/her social

system. , ~ /7/

“

a

Interpersonal'channels. are .those that involvq a face -to-face infor—
mation exchange between a'source and a receiver.’ _ ,

: v . ! ' 4 . .
Inventor: . is ‘an individual who\ha:gc;eated a new idea (or ‘innovation).
Liaison: 1is an individual who 1iaks two or more sub-systems (cliques)

in a’ communication system.

’
P

- e

> : R : - . -
Mass media channels: are all those channels involving a mass mediym
such as newspapers, magazines, film, radio, and television, which enable
a source of one or a few~individuals -to reach aw audience of many.

; >
-

Media mix: 1is an optimal cOmbination of. various news media instru-

ments in order to obtain maximum effects.
A > .

Modification: is the-degree’to which the adopters of an innovation
change, the original innovation into a-somewhat different form.
¥

a

.
Ll . e - . 13
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30.

3t.

32.

33.

34

35.

3.
37.
39.

40,

44.

‘exists between the actual cobndition of a system property, and the

. adopted by- members of,a social system. . -

41.

142.

43.

ot . E .
+ . o

Networks: are units or individuals that are linked in a pattern
tErough channels'of communication. -
Norm: 1is an established behavior pattérn for the members of a given
social system. , ' . ‘ e

~
-

Obsérvébility: is the degree to Vhich-the'resylts'of an innovation
are visible toloBhers. C -
) " » . _

Opinion léadership;rjié the abiiity.to informally influence attitudes
and/or overt behavior ofsothe~s in a desired way with relative fre-
quency. . :

.

OptionalAinnovation'decisiohs: are made by an individual regardless

. of the deécisions of other members of .he system.

L

Performance gap: - is the‘condition_df a system inlﬁhich a differénce

B

anticipation of what that condition would be in order to meet a sys=
. tem problem more effectively. ' )

Rate of adoption: is the,relative‘speed with which an innovation is

£y
0

Recelver: is thé individual intended to be the'destination of a

source's message(s). - : )

[
»

Re-invention: 1is the degree to which an innovation is further deve-
loped by its adopters after its original invention. ' ’

Relative advantage: is the degree to which an innovatién is per- -

ceived to be superior” to the existing practice that it supersedes.
’ B

. . L. o
Reguestorsg\'are individ&hls who ‘contacted the inventors and/or sub-
inventors to ask for detailed information about one of the four
IMPACT innovations.
Secondary receivexs: are individuals who have learned.about an IMPACT
innovation through jnformal communication with,adopters apd[or infor-

mation requestors.

o
Siack resources:, are resources which are not already committed to
other purposes. - : : ,

Social system: is a number of “individuals, or units; who are func--
tiopally differentiated and engaged in collective problem-solving
with respect to a common goal. '

‘ K

Source: 1s the originator of the message.

L}
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45.

46.

47.

-Sub~inventors:

Spontaneous adopters: are ind1v1duals who have decided to adopt an
1nnovation either (1) prior to the IMPACT program, -or (2) since the

,IMPACT program but without a grant from the Exxon Education Foundation.

I -a

are individuals who have . made changes in the or¥iginal’
innovation of the inventor. .

Trialabiiity is the degree to which an innovation may be experi—

mented with on a llmited ba51s.

I
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The Foundation’s involvement in the funding

of innovations has made it increasingly
—aware of the time lag betwegn the develop- -
ment and evaluation of new educational
.techmques and materiais and their wide-
**_spread adoption by colleges and univer-

sities. Out of this awareness has grown the
IMPACT (lmplementation of Materials and

gram. Under IMPACT, the Foundation will

cational innovations of demonstrated merit
_ -and, insofar as its funds allow, will share the

*.that wish to adoptons. . :
Please note that because of the Iimutahons

its activities under IMPACT to a relatively
small group-of innovations of its own selec-
. tion. Descriptive materials on the IMPACT

offering for implementation accompany

this folder and are also available from the
" Foundation’s offices. More detailed informa-
_ tion on each innovation may be obtained
from the originator of the innovation.
During the course of the progv,am the Foun-
dation‘will periodically revise and expand.
the pool of available IMPACT innovations.

. Eligibility
All degree-granting two- and four-year col-
_teges and universities qualified as tax-
exempt by the Internal Revenue Service and
physically located within the fifty states or
the District of Columbia are eligible for .

grants. - |
f

Procedures Affecting College Teachinb)'pre- :

disseminate information about certain edu- _
cost of implementation with institutions . .

.on its resources, the Foundation must restrict

innovations that the Foundation is presently -

‘Criteria

- Budget restrictions make it necessary for -

the Foundation to reviewapphcatnons for
IMPACT grants compemively Some of the

" factors that will be considered in selecting
* grant recipients are: -

Technical Understanding: Although the ap- -

plicantis not expected to be ready to im- -

plemarit the inpovation without further train-
ing, he should demonstrate that he has a
clear understandingof its rrequirements,
proper applicatlons, and limitations.

- Commitment to Use: The Foundation will look -

for evidence that the innovation, once suc-
cessfully implemented, will continue to be
used-at the institution after the grant funds

" have been expended

Institutional Support: The institution is ex-
pected to demonstrate that it is sufficiently
interested in the project to commit faculty
time as well as financial and other resources

~ tothe implementation.
" Broad Campus Interest: Betause most of the
“innovations supported by this program are

applicable to several academic dlsmpllnes.
the Foundatuon expects that depanments
other than the one where initial implementa-
tion is occurring will follow the progress of
the project and be interested in aéplying the
innovation to their duscuplines where prac-
ticable.

Grants

‘The innovations selected by the Founda-
tion for IMPACT dissemination will be rela- -
tively inexpensive to implement. Conse-
quently, most grants are not expected to
exceed $6,000.

All Foundation grants are made to institu-
tions rather thanto individuals.
Implementation of the innovation should be
completed within a single academic year

- although specill circumstances may cause a

grantto extend for two ynare

@
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) Thon is o fimit on the number of'propoult
an institution may submit under IMPACT.

"However, the Foundation will fund only one
implementation per institution of a particular
innovation. A single implementation may
involve more than one course if (1) those
courses are taught by the same instructor;
(2) it can be demonstrated that the relation-
ship of those courses is such that simul-

~  taneous implemenitation | isaloglcal way of .

"proceeding; (3) it can be demonstrated that
the.innovation will be firmly established in
all-of the courses by the end of the grant
period. Multiple separate implementations .
within one department or in a number of
departments will'not be funded nor will the
Foundation fund projects proposing the
creation of a general pool of funds from
which various faculty members or depart-
ments would draw.

Although the Foundation willrnot fund more
than one implementation per institution of
a pamcular innovation, an institution may
receive more than one IMPACT grant for

the implementation of different innovations.

]

Application
Before applying for agrant, an applicam must
familiarize himself with the educational in- '
novations-currently being disseminated by
the Foundation under this-program. if he -
does not already hava them, he should re- .
quest the descriptions of the innovations
from thé Foundation's offices and review
them with care. When he has selected an
innovation that he thinks he might like to im-

_~plement on his campus, he should write to

the originator of the mnoval\lon requesting

" detailed information on the material or
molhod After becoming thoroughly tamiiiar

- with this detailed material, he should submit

a project proposal in the form described

below. There are two closing dates a year

for the subfnission of applications:

February 1 apd July1., - :

——

Proloct Proposals

Please entitle the project propoul
IMPACT Program. ’

The following information should be sup-

-

plied in the indicated sequence on no more

than four typewritten letter-sized pages.
Six copies of the proposal should be sent to
the Foundation. Please do not submit any

+ other information unless sgec/hcally re-

quested to do so. (Note in deciding how to:

_respond to the following points, it wili be

helpful for you to review the section of this
folder entitled Criteria.) : '
1. Name of institution; name, title, office °
address and telephone number of chief
executive officer. '

" 2, Name of department or unit in which the

project is to be conducted and name of
the head of that department or unit.

3. Name, title, office address and telephone

number of person to be in charge of .-
project. (The person in charge of the
project should be the one who will’
actually be using the innovation. All
Foundation correspondence about the
project will be addressed to this per-
son unless otherwise requested by the
"~ institution.) '

4. Name of the.educational innovation to be
implemented. (Use the title found in the
Foundation literature.)

5. Name of the course or program in which
the innovation will be used.

6. Describe that Eourse or program as it
is now. (Include in your description the
number and type of siudents involved;’
the number and type of sessions per
week: the relation to the rest of the cur-
riculum in the college or department;
the mode of instruction used and the re-
sources it requires, etc.)

-
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10. Briefly describe any past Attempts to

-41. Describe thé methods of evaluation’ that

{14. Explain how the institution will maintain

7. Describe the course or program as itwill -
> be following implementation of the in- )
novation, (This description should dem- '
onstrate that you understand the basic
* {eatures and requirements of the innova-
tion and will be using the innovation in
an appropriate way. If the innovation i¥ )
one which requires the development » .
- of materials by the adoptei, you should
describe the materials to be produced -
in as much detail as possible. )
8. if the innovation is one which requires
a computer, indicate the type available
" and describe its capabilities.
9. State your goals in adopting the innova-
tion and explain how the ihnovation will X
_héip meet those goals. * -

meet the above goals in this course or
program. .

will be used to determine whether the
goals indicated in #9 above have been
achieved.
12. Present any evidence you have that the n
innovation- may be used by others within
the institution if the initial implementa-
tion proves successful. Please be as
specific as possible. (This question may
be lnapplicable in the case of some
innovations.) T
" 13. Give a breakdown of all costs associated
with the implementation; listing sepa-
rately the amounts requested from the.
Fsundation and those to be contributed.
by the institution. (Grants do'not in-
clude overhead expenses. If any capltal
items are required their need should
be justified.) y

the innovation upon termination of *
Foundation funding.

exper snm

o A system for
teaching research
design through
computer simulation
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1t's no secret that traditional laboratory ex-
perience is notavery effective way of teach- -
ing students scientific method-—how)to ask
questions and how to develop amethodology
for tinding answers to them. Time limitations:
prevent a student from performing more than

" a few real experimentsin any given semester

" —hardly enough experience to learn the logic

~ of experimental design. Furthermore, time

~ plus costand space restrictions prohibit stu- ;

dents from really exploring “open-ended”

research experiments, where'they might have

the choice of setting out after a solutionina

number of different ways. Having students

redo “classic"” experiments, a common peda- .

- gogical response to the limitations of the”
{aboratory, often tempts them to short-circuit .
" the point of their taboratory tasks entirely
by seeking'the “right”” answer in the text in-
stead of working out their own experimental

design. s .ot

EXPER SIM, a system for teaching research
design and strategy through comptﬂxter simu-

" Jation, offers an effective and economical ...

way around the shortcomings-and problems
of the traditional laboratory experience. .

EXPER SIM—Some Facls
~EXPER SIM facilitates the teaching of re-
search methodology by enabling students to
run experimentson a computer which has
been p'rogrammed to generate appropriate
data. The computer serves as a reptacement
for actual data collection, saving time and
obviating the need for costly laboratory
space, equipment, and supervision. Students,
_ however, design their own experiments, for-
_ mulate their own research strategies, and
perform their own arialyses of the “raw date”
received from the ccfﬁ\putor.

|
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—The EXPER SIM master program has been

_ constructed to allow an instructor to build his

own simulations in any subject matter area
or to revise the way existing EXPER SIM simu-
latigns treata problem area. Instructors can

. Alearr: fo use EXPER SIM in a matter of hours.
—EXPER SIM has been mounted on a number
. of different computer configurations, large’

and small, and is available in a variety of
computer languages. - -

‘o

The Basic Teaching Strategy

To begin with, a student is presented with
background materials on the research area.

In psychology, it might be learning; in chem-
istry, kinetics; in political science, attitudes
toward foreign policy. Atter tamiliarizing him-
self with the field, he gets alist of the.varia-
bles he may choose to examine if his research
—i.e., the variables thgt have been entered

by the protessor in the computer program. For

example, in a learning simulation, the vari-
ables mightinclude rate of reinforcement,
distribution of practice, and 1.Q. Among the
variables in a kinetics simulation mightbe
concentration of. reactants, temperatiire, and

. number and frequency of measurements.

Political party, level of education, sex, and
age mightbe variablesina simulated atti-
tudinal study. , '

After studying the list of variables, the student
formulates an hypothesis he would like to
pursue and considers what data he would
like to collect to test that hypothesis. To get
the studentto weigh his 9x_perimental design
decisions carefully, costs, in the form of
points, may be assigned to each variable.
When the student has developed what he
considers to be an efficient experimental

R
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design, itis fed into the computer, which, in
turn, provides him with “‘raw” information of
the sort he would have collected had he actu-
ally performed the experiment. After analyz-
ing these data, the student plans another

: experiment aimed at refining his research
e " strategy and expanding his conclusions. . -
How It Could Be Used

, The basic EXPER SIM approach outlined
; ~ above lends itself to any number of variations,
One which has been successfully tried in- ‘
volves using the computer simulations in a
game environment. in this variation, students
play the role of individual résearchers whose . *
goal is to segk knowledge in the problem
area and publish the results of their findings. .
_To this end, the instructor has not only set
up a schedule of costs, in points, for the vari-
ous data collection decisions in an experi-
mental design, but has also provided fora
payoff in points for “publications’ or lab re-
ports. The “publications’ are keptina central
library and constitute the “fiterature of the
] field.” By reading this literature, a student
g can learn from his classmates, building upon
their experience to.refine his own research
‘gtrategy. Within this game format, the in-
structor is able to fostér whatever kinds of
student behavior he feels are useful by vary-
.ing the system of costs and payoffs. For )
example, by basing the payofs for “publi-
cations” on the amount of information an,
individual experiment has returned, he en-
courages students to try out more and more
i sophisticated research strategies. He. also
’ encourages them to work together in research
' y teams, since by sharing the cost of more '
1 . sophisticated research they may ultimately
_ gain larger payoffs: Through the payoff sys-
tem, hg.can also gncourage cross-criticism
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of axperimental conclusions by providing - For further information please contact:
additional payofis to students who design ! “Gr. Dana Main )

experiments that challenge the findings in " Department of Psychology o .
existing “publications.” Needless to say, University of Michigan _ )
these are-only a few of many possible . o 3435 Mason-Hall . .
strategies. o ' Ann Arbor, Michigan 4biu4
A second variation in the use of EXPER SIM : i

grew out of the concern that students using -

such a simulated system would not have a

proper appreciation of the difficulties in-

volved in real data collection. In this ap-

proach, the simu'ated research problem is : .
designed to parallel an existing real labora- '; :

tory problem. The student first works through - . . 3
several rounds of the simulation to gain . ' ; ’ .
tamiliarity with the logic of experimental de- ' :
sign, to test the adequagy of specific designs,

and to learn how to handle the analysis of

data. Using the insight he has gained in work-

ing with the simulation, he then collects

real ¢aia in the research afea. .-
sThese are only two examples of how indi- .
"vidual instructors have modified the way they . , ,
use EXPER SiM to-meet their own teaching T . ' .
goals. A number of other variations have been . : ’
developed, and, indeed, many'possibilities N . .
remain to be explored. o . : . -

Who Is Using it .

The EXPER SIM approach to compujer-simu-

|ated research design is already being used B
by about four dozen colleges and universities. A ,
These include California State University at ¢ Hycu are intarested in implementing EXPER SIM on

Sacramento, North Carolina Educational " your own campus, g?nls rcg this purpose are
. . availabla undartha Exxon ducation Foundation's ~
Computing Service (conne‘:ted to about forty IMPACT program. Materials which describo the IMPACT

colleges and universities), Stanford Univer- : program and explain waw to apply tor a grant may
i : . : . ba obtainad from tho Foundation.

sity, Ur.nverstty of l.<ansas_. University.of . Exxon Education Foundation

Louisville, University of Michigan, Washington ) 111 Wast 49 Straat -

State University, and a number of small Naw York, Naw York 10020

colledes.
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. Asevery sducator knows, and most will ad-

mit, many of the teaching innovations of
recent years have been less than completely
successful. But of those that have suc-
ceeded, at.least two—programmed instruc- :
tion and open-.,ended problem-solving-—have :
gained particularly wide acceptance, and
indeed have become fixed in the academic
vacabulary. Now comes a third method,
called Guided Design, that carries the same
promise as those earlier innovations. For
Guided Design takes those two successful
methods and, by combining them, fashions
anew metho,d. '

]

é’qided Design: An Introduction

Guided Design is part system, part attitude.
It reshapes the graditional approach to
higher\qducation'from the ground up by hav-
ing Studepts, working in small groups, at-.
tack“’probg ms rather than masses of cold
'informaﬂ&n. itis based on the conviction
that the studént can be brought to acquire
whatever factu\\l’or technical knowledge .
he needs as he works his way through an
ascending order o weéll-designed prob-
lems. The central :ci\;\a\ behind all this is that
the student who is attively seeking solu-
tions to problems rathier than passively as-
similating knowledge wiil.@merge not only

better educated butfar stronger intellectually.

A\
N
\

' - \
How Guided Design Works .

The |earn§ng processin Guidedb\eslgn re-
volves around students’ efforts to devise
solutions for a series of increasingly\complex

" open-ended pro lems. While there is.no

single co;réct answer to any of the pro\gleml,

.* each requires students to put into play cer-

tain kinds of ifformation and skilis in orderto
docide upon a feasible solution. The profes-

_ sor selects the problems according to the
skills and content he wants the §tuden_ts to

_learn. a' -
The manner in which students deal with the
problems is carefully programmed. Each :
problem is broken down into sequenced

- stages or steps. Students must deal with
each stage in order and dre not permitted
to progress to a new stage until they have
adequately considered and dealt with the
preceding stage or stages.
Students work in groups of from four to seven
members, and it is as a group that they ‘
formulate their plan for tackling each stage.,
As intended by the professor in his select-

_tion and sequencing of the problem, the
group quickly discovers that certain kinds
of information are needed in order to
make appropriate decisions. These needs
have been anticipated by the preparation
of a library of materials—traditional and pro-
grammed texts, reference books, audio
tapes, etc.—~which students are free to
consuit. .
The group may divide the task of searching
for required information among its individual
members. However, the information so
gathered is always brought back to the group
to provide optimum conditions for group
problerp-solving, with its give and take of

- jdeas, insights, and opinions.
When the group has decided upon its action
for the stage of the problem under consid-
eration, it is given written feedback materials,
prepared in advance by the professor. The
materials discuss a number of possible deci-
sions the group may have reached at this
pointin its probiem-solving, elaborating upon
the strengths and weaknesses of each. The
students compare the pros and cons of their.
decision with:those of other decisions they
might have made. Following this evaluation,
they are allowed t0 advance to the next

stage of the problem. _ ) ,
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Advantages of Guided Design .

8y focusing on problem-solving rather than
the traditional role acqulsition of knowledge,
Guided Design brings knowledge alive as
the too! of an active mind seeking orderly so-
futions to’complex problems. The open-

" anded nature of Guided Design problems and

the stress on group problem-solving brings
this approach even closer to “real life' ex-
perience, where few problems are suscep-
tible to a single, black or white solution and
where many ditferent opinions and values
must be considered and reconciled in the-de-
cisjon-making process. in sum, students not
only acquire knowledge within the discipline
under the Guided Design approach, but also
develop thelr ability to leam on thelr own,
_think logically, gather the Information they~
"need to make intelligent decislons, and
commuplcate their ideas to others.

Genesis of the idea
Guided Design was conceivad and developed
at West Virginia Univarsity by Dr. Charles E.
Wales, director of freshman engineering, and
Dr. Robert Stager ot the University of
“Windsor, Ontario. 1t was designed as a bet-
ter way of teaching engineering but It
became quickly apparent that it could be
very well adapted to many--perhaps most—=
_disciplines. : !

o

The Idea Grows Up and Out \
After its introduction four years 8go in fresh-
‘man engineering at West Virginia, Gﬁuldod
Design was put into use in other departments
at that university: It Is now used in all of the
undergraduate professional courses In the
chemical engineering department. it has
been adapted to courses in wildlife manage-
ment, counseling and guldance, and a course
, Lo

_as the basis for a new Interdisciplinary course

. and humanities, including history, philos- * o
ophy. physics, geo{‘ogy, and political science. - o

in the hlstod of drama. it has also served

on the nature of evidence, which draws
elements from the sciences, social sciences,- . °

Outside of West Virginia, Guided Designis

. . being used In an,.educational psychology

‘Wichita State, the University of Alabama, -

course at Purdue.and'is now in operation in
various engineering courses at Wayne State,

the City University of New York, the Univer-
sity of Missouri, Youngstown State, and’

the University of Michigan. itis also being
used in a chemistry course-at Wright State, °
an adult education course at Cuyahoga
Community College near Cleveland, and in
wildlife management at Rutgers and Cornell.
For further information please contact: : ’
Dr. Charles E. Wales '

Director of Freshman Engineering

Waest Virginia University

Morgantown, West Virginia 26506 N
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"I you are Intareatad in implamanting Guidad Daaign on e 3

your own campus, granta for this purpose are
availabla under tha Exxon Education Foundation's

H
IMPACT program. Matarials which describe the IMPACT i
program and explain how to apply for a grant may 4
ba obllinedlr%m tha Foundation. .

Exxon Education Foundation ;
111 Wast 49 Street o K]
Naw York, Naw York 10020
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A diagnostic tool
.to individualize
instruction -
in the large class

>

1243

Teachers conducting large undergraduate
classes have long been concerned with,

and frustrated by, their inability to deal with’
faltering students in time to do anything
aboutit. Typically, a teacher of a big class
willhave no inkling that a studentis doing
poorly unti} a pattern emerges from quizzes
and exams, The teacherlacks theresources
to deal with the problem individually, and |t _
may, wal be (oo late anyway.

A very promlsmg way of solvij ch.s all too fa-
miliar problem has been developed at the
University of Wisconsin-Madison. The Teach- .
ing Information Proce®irig Sﬁm\called

' TIPS—is a‘computer-assisted method of mon-
itoring each individual student's progress,
|de'nt|fymg specific weaknesses and strengths
in his grasp of the subject matter, and of
prescribing corrective study. The system was
developed by Allen C. Kelley, who js now
chairman of the department of economLcs at
Duke, and early research showsthatitisas -
effectn/e asiiti is economlcal . .

- How TIPS Works . . s

Help for the student ’
Every week or so, students take a ﬂve- or ten-
minute multiple choice “survey' designed
by the professor to measure their grasp of
course content. These surveys are not

" used for grading. Their purpose is to diag-
nose student difficulties so that remedies
may be prescnbed before examinations take
-place.
Survey responses are entered on spec:al
forms and then fed into a computer, which
measures them against “decision rules"
previously prepared by the professor. From-.
these data the computer produces separate
reports for the professor, his teaching assist-
ants, and each student. _ ,

P T SR T

 wras
© A s ¢ il -

OIS YRR

. r:wwya:rwh'w et

o N R Bt

/}
A
N

‘\‘?

et

TSN

o e

»

L

ca




e

. Thestudent's report, available in thres or four

‘hours identifies precisely where he is do-

.ing badly orwell, suggests ways pastand pres-
ent deficiencies might be overcome, and
lays out an individually tailored assngnment .

- Afor the period immediately ahead.

. The student who is doing well may be as-

signed work dta higher level or may receive
an optional assrgnment for extra credit.
Where a student shows a weaknessin a par-
ticular area. an assignment directed spe-
cifically at that weakness will be made. A
_consistently poor student may be asked .
to attend review sessions. -';', .o

Melp for the teachers .~

The teaching assistants are fu rnished a sepa-

rate reporton each of their sections, so’

that they-may vary their handling ot different:
groups according to therrﬁ‘ertormance ‘The
reports contain detauled statistical analyses
of student responses by’ questlon group-.
‘ings, or concepys, and,by sungle problems.
They also list the TIPS assrgnments and®
instructions each student pas received, but
students’ numerical sco/és are not'shown,’
The report prepared fof the professo?*re-
sembles those of the (eaching assrstan\fbut
reflects a consohdated profile of the en-

tire class.

With TIPS, the professor and hus assistants ¥
can modify their course in ways based on
highly specific student feedback, a farcry
from aiming lnstructron at some dimly per- .
ceived “‘average” student. Rathier than deper-
sonalizing education, TIPS uses the com-
puter to bring teacher and student close’
together, whether the student i's bright or

dull, motivated or inditferent..TiPS, then, is &'
good example of how the computer, sensi-
tively exploited, can be made to serve educa- _ ‘

-

tion on a very personal, if not intimate, T
level. Far from being rigid, it can be adapted
to widely divergent educational philoso-
phies and can accommodate a nearly infinite
range of teaching styles. R

I .
A Few Words About Cost _
Studies conducted atﬂ;consin show that
TIPS adds very little to.the per-student cost of
“a J:ourse The increase in cost owing to.com-
puter time, teacher preparation time. and
printing is largely offset by greater efficiencies
in grading-and faculty conference trme Over-
all,-out-of- -pocket costs of the systém—in-
cludlng typing, mlmeographlng. computer* *
time,sprogram préciation,.and adminis- '
-tration—have awéraged approximately 75¢

© per student per seméster. .

« And an Evaluation

‘A controtled study involving more than 1,000

economucs students produced the following

fmdlngs , :

-TIPS ingreased students achtevement as .
measured by courseexam Scores byan
average of 15 percent.

- Relatrvely poor students increased the!r .
perfqrmance around 19 percent better
students by about 13 percent. .

- Improvement in performance was independ-
ent of the type of questions posed oh ex-
aminatidons—multiple choice, short answer,
applied problem-solving, or essay.

- There was little hostility to the use of data
processung equipment. On the contrary,

54 percent of the students: appraisedcom-
putersas a "ssgnmcant" educational aid,
and 32 percent found TIPS helped to focus
attention on key concepts and areas of
weakness before examinations, Only 12 per-
cent felt that the system “did not help.”




J PR

-The students’ evaluations of course and
professor were not influenced by the use of .
TIPS, even though their opinion of TIPS

-TIPS students were shown to retain course
knowledge longer than usual, as measured .
two years after the course. It appears this
longer retention may have resulted from bet-
ter study habits engendered by the TIPS’
approach. Students in TIPS classes have
been shown to study and review constantly

N " throughout the semester, with refatively -
little rehanee on cramming.

. -As measured two years later, the number of
students coming out of TIPS tourses who
chose economics as a major was 23 percent ’*’
higher il than normal.

- , Spreading the Word about TIPS
-Although developed in economics, TIPS is
applicable to many other disciplines, par-
ticularly those where course objectives can
be measured by well-formulated, objective-
* type queshons ’
' Atransferable TIPS package, includinga =~
\ comprehensive computar program, a profes-
sor's manual, a set of professor's report
" forms, a user's manual, user coding forms,
’ and related technical documentation, is
presentiy available. '

For turther information please contact:
Dr. Alten C. Kelley B

. Department of Economics
" Duke University .
Durham, North Carolina 27700

N

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

- itself was strongly favorable. ' .

«

B

i you ere initerestad in implementing TIPS on
your own cempus, grents for this purpose are

.y

evaileble under the Exxon Educetion Foundation' '

IMPACT program. Materials which desctibe the IMPACT

program and explain how to epply tor a grant may

be obtained from the Foundation.’

Exxon Education Foundation
111 West 49 Street
New York, New York 10020
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The snormousincrease in college enroliments
in the last decade, coupled with the trend
- . toward open admjission and recruitment of
disadvantaged studenfs, has made itin-
creasingly apparent that colleges must do
much more than they have been doing to
maximize the likelihood that those they admit
will graduate: if itis the birthright of every
American to have access to a college educa- /.
” * tion, itTs also his rightto have the help and
* guidance he needs to adjustto the demands
of college and realize his academic potential.
The .fa’;I:ufe of colleges and universities t0
providé effective academic counseling forin- -
coming studentsis not the product of indif- -
ference. One problemis that most colleges .
simply carnot atford the faculty and pro-
fessional staff time necessary to give students
the kind of individual attention they need. N
- Another,.demonstrated.b_y numerous studies, )
is that conventional freshman counsel-
ing programs—and particularly those of the
“Freshman Week”' variety—havelittle, it
any, lasting eftecton students’ academic
behavior. \ '
This pamphlet deals with one solution to the
problem of how to provide new students
with personal attention and guidance over
an extended period: student-to-student
counseling. The approach described here,
developed by William F. Brown, professor
of educational psychology atSouthwest Texas
State University, has been shown'to be both

economical and effective.
. . ‘\

Marksng @ Student a Student Cocnavief

The idea of having students assistin the
counseling of other students is hot new.
colleges rely on upper level students t

.

Aany
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_ counsel !ruhmon most cornméniyln thearsa

of socinl-pononni adjustment, However,
such studqht-counsellng-student efforts tend
to be unsystematlc and ratherinformal. In
contrast, Dr. Brown’s. approach is based on
systematic tramnng methods and materials,
developed over a number of years to maximize
_the etfectiveness of student counselor use.
Under Dr. Brown's system, training of studént
academic counselors is accompllshed
through a 40-hour course of 20 two-hour
sessions. While itis impossible here to

- describe he course in detail, some of its:

salient features can be enumerated.

. Theseinclude: )

: -Extenslue use of role-playlng exercises in
addition to lectures, dlscussuons and
demonstrations.

-Opportunity for self-cntrclsm and self-eval-
uation through taping of practice sessions.

- _Employment of a “buddy system", in which
each inexperienced counselor is teamed
up with an experienced buddy who follows
him through the training cycle, showing
him what to do and how to do'it and ottenng
advice and criticism.

-Use of activity sequence checklists, dlscus-

sion guides, and visual aids.

Among the instructional aids that have been
developed to facilitate ‘student counselor
training are a '102-page Student Counselor's
Handbook and a sound fllmstnp, Student-
to-Student Counselirig to Aid Academic Ad-
justment. Other materials prepared spe-
cifically to assist student counselors are. =~
Student-to-Student Tips and Student’s
Guide to Etfective Study. Most of the stu-

_ dent-to-student counseling materials are

available in Spanish as well as English.
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° On the Matter of Eftectiveness
. The effectiveness of student-to-student

counseling has been evaluated in severs!

tightly controlled studies involving hun: '~

dreds of freshman siugents, The expenmental
groups received counseling from student
counselors trained ir Dr. Brown's program* i
4he control groups received.no counseling.
Both maje and female students in the experi-
“mental groups showed significant gainson

* all measures of study habits and attitudes,
" while uncounseled students either showed

no gavnsorlostground In addition, counseled
students received higher grades thanun--
counseled students.

- A further study comparing professuonal coun-

selors with undergraduates trained to do
student-to-student counseling revealed no
srgnltlcant differences in effectiveness as

. measured by study habits and atmudes of the

counselees. However, students counseled
by other students earned higher grades.

[

Any Schoul Can Do it But...

While Dr. Brown's training methods are

highly. transportable, Brown stresses that

a program of student-to-student counsel-

ingis not likely to be effective unless pre-
ceded by realistic and systematic planning.
ne succéssful program cannot automatically
be transferred to another-campus without

considering local conditions. Forsuccess, the |
tollowing elements must be present:

- 1. Formulation of meaningful peer counsel-
ing goals. Tn%ggls of student-to-student

counseling must be carefully spelled out

in a manner that clearly.recognizes student
and institution needs, problems. and
resources.

Q. 3
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2. Development of informed p‘eer’couniellng

sypport. The student-to-student counsel-

' Ing approach must be effectively soldina '

manner-that assures the support and in-
volvement of administration, faculty, and
students. , ’

3. Delineation of realistic peer counseling ac-
tivities. The counseling activities to be
performed by student counselors must be
carefully defined in order to make cer-

" tain that selected procedures and materials -

are appropriate to stated counseling ob-
jectives and to the student-to-student
counseling approach. : °

4. Provision of adequate peer counseling
facilities. The student-to-student counsel-
ing effort must be provlded with adequate

- oiiice and classroom space, properiy

~ equipped and centrally located; in order to
assure efficient.program operation, effec-
tive program supervision, and manifest
program recognition. N

5. Selection and training of peer counsel-
ing personnel All personnel professional
and student, directly involved in the stu-

dent-to-student counseling program must

be carefully selected and given appropri-

ate training to insure they understand the

duties and resgonsibilities of the student

counselors and the potentialities and lim-:

itations inherent in the student-to-student
__-counseling approach.

6. Supervision of peer counseling activities.
The ongoing pregram of student-to-student
counseling activities must be continually-
supervised by professional personnel
workers in order to assure efficient, realis-
tic, and coordinated program operation.

248

7. Evaluation and revision of peer counseling

effort. All aspects of the student-to-student
counseling program must be gvaluated
systematically and the individual counsel-
ing activities eliminated, revised, or ex-
panded, as appropriate, on the basis of
their proven effectiveness.

Who Has Use.d it

Student-to-student counseling is being used
at six institutions in Texas besides Southwest
_Texas State. Programs have aiso been started

in Mexico and Spain, thanks to the avaulabul-

ity of the materials in Spanish,

For turther information please confacf
Dr. William F. Brown

Department of Education

Southwest Texas State University

San Marcos, Texas 78666 *

]

. It you ere interested in implementing Student-to-Student

Counsehng on your own campus, grants for this purpose
are avallable undar the Exxon Education Foundatiun's
IMPACT program. Materials descnb/ng the IMPACT
program and the grant application procodure may be
obtained from the Foundation,

Exxon Education Foundation

111 West 49 Street

New York, New York 10020

-
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Appendix C

REQUESTOR QUESTIONNATRE AND LETTER

[
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THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN ANN ARBOR v 48104
;I : K : . o i ? : November 20, 1974
A A .Dear Colleague' , !
"Have a cup of coffee on me. And while you drink it, please read\this
) ‘letter and fill out the enclosed questionnaire. wo hY : Ca
- " We are writing you’to ask you for help in a research study of the\' : S
? ‘ : diffusion of four educational innovations that have been supported ‘with funds

; : . from the Exxon Education Foundation.. We are studying the process through which
- these four innovations have, and are currently spreading among university facul—
ty and staff in the U.S. : .

{

K g

? ' 1. EXPER SIM--a system for teaching research design through computer

- lisimnlation__developed_hy_Dri_DanaiMain,_Department_ofsEsychologyTAUniversityAofusan—sﬂ—
‘Michigan, /

2. Guided Design——a teaching method combining principles of programmed
instruction with open-ended problem—solving-—developed by Dr. Charles E. Wales,
Director of Freshman Engineering, West Virginia University, /, :

3. TIPS--a diagnostic tool to individualize instruction in the large clasg--
developed by Dr. ‘Allen C. Kelley, Department of Economics, Duke U versity,

The fqpr innovations are: - g : z

4. Student-to-Student Counseling--a systematic approach to/training stu- .. -
" dents as academic counselors——developed by Dr. William F. Brown, Department of
_Education, 'Southwest Texas State University. (PLEASE NOTE THAT:/THE ATTACHED
‘QUESTIONNAIRE ONLY DEALS WITH DR. BROWN'S STUDENT-TO—STUDENT COUNSELING,’ RATHER
THAN OTHER PEER COUNSELING PROGRAMS. > ° v - |

- We believe ,that you have requested information about at l%ast one of these
innovations In order to refresh your memory, we have: enclosed a brochure about
each of the innovations that you have requested. /

!

Your response ig very important to us, whether or not you have decided to
"use any of them. We have enclosed a brief questionnaire asking about your ex=~ - S
perience with these innovations. Our special interest is in how you learned ’
. about the innovation(s) that you requested, what factors entered into your deci-
- sion about it, and with whom you have talked”about it.

. For . your convenience, we have enclosed a return envelope. We hope you will
~ take the 10 minutes today required to complete the questionnaire. If you have
- any questions about our study or about the questionnaire, I\wish you would call
me collect at 213~ 763-1584 - )

The information you supply will not be connected with your name in any way,
and we shall treat it with utmost confidence. '

’ L . , . - Cordially, .
) o o L Wy Gl

‘ Everett M. Rogers, Ph.D.-
Professor

P.S. In case you only requested this information for someone else at your
institution, please pass along this questionnaire.
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S ’ _ . o " November 20, 1974
.DIFFUSION OF "IM@KCT" INNOVATIONS

- . -

I. First of all, we want to ask you about your experlence w1th any of the '
four "IME\BT" innovations. : ‘

1. Have you recelved a copy of one of the Exxon Educatlon Foundation
TMPACT- brochures about the four innovations [IULNTICAL TO THE EN—
CLOSED BROCHURE(S)}? i

2 /7] No | - B -

k. A;é' (IF YES) From whn% did you Yeceive it?

vy / -/ - 1t was passed along by your department
‘ chairman, other administraters(e.g.,
dean, v1ce—pre51dent ‘or director of
counsellng center), or colleagues.

'/7/  Directly through the maii from the
Exxon Education Foundation.

[:/ It was passed along by your university's
research administration or special pro-
ject development office. -

/] oOther (PLEASE SPECIFY: -

2. Where or from‘whom d1d you first hear hear about the 1nnovat;on(s)7
/_j The IMTACT brochure from thesExxon Educatlon Foundatlon
' /_/ Department Chairman
-~ ./:y Other administrator (e.g., dean, vice-president, -etc.)
- i [:7 A professional conference or seminar -
/_/ Journal articles (PLEASE SPECIFY: ’
| - | : )
/] Colleague in your field (PLEASE TELL US HIS NAME, DEPART-
* MENT, and INSTITUTION:

'

K:/ Other sources (PLEASE SPECIFY:

;
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. 3. When Hid you first hear about the innovation(s)?

p \
(Month)" ’ 3 . (Year)
4. Have you requested further. 1nformat10n about at least one of the

four ¥MPACT innovations from Dana| \Main, Charles E. Wales, Allen C'
Kellay, or William F. Brown? ' .

7 / No ' \‘ ' w
?/_'_/ Yes »—--"-—-? » ; \\% o .
: 4a. . (IF YES) ~Which.innovation(s) have you
=1 -}, _ requested information about? . <,
"' [7/ EXPER SIM (Dna Main)
/- +/  Guided Design (CharIEs E. Wales)
A ‘TIPS (Allen c.. Kelley)

.

!
|
‘ -
Lo Student—to—Student Counsellng
v < (Wllllam F Brown)

4b. (IF YES) What were the most 1mporta1tvk
- reasons that prompted you to request
1nformat10n about the 1nnovat10n(s)7

L

- @

- (3)

‘5. We would like to maii questionnaires to everyone who already knows

about: the innovation(s) and is interested in considering use of the
- innowation(s). To do this we need your help. With whom have you
.discussed the innovation(s)? ’ i

3

5a. £olleague(s) in your department or unit7

7 / No .
’A_/ Yes ~———3m (IF YES) Who?' (PLEASE TELL US HIS NAME)

EXPER SIM:
" Guided Design: 4
: :
TIPS: ___ 1

Student~to~Student Counsellﬁg

%
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5b. .Colleague(s) elsewhere in your institution?
/] No~’ }
/7 Yes -=—-> . (IF YES) Who? (PLEASE, TELL US 'HIS NAME
AND DEPARTMENT) :

EXPER SIM:

v

' Guided Design: )

TIPS:-

"

Student-to-Student Counseling:

’

¥

5c. .Colleague(s) in other institutions?

/:7 No ,
/] Yes ———-% (IF YES) Who? (PLEASE TELL US HIS NAME,
' DEPARTMENT, AND INSTITUTION)
EXPER SIM:
iy
Guided Design::
N . ¢ .
TIPS:
. 1 }”
. Student-to-Student Counseling:
.‘/

| | 953
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II.  Now we want to ask you about EXPER SIM--a system for teaching research
v design through computer simulation--developed by Dana Main at the
‘ University of Michigan.

; 1. Have you adopted (that is, actually used) EXPERfSIM?
i / / Yesi . . ) B -
/_/ No ¥ : \ -t

L R . %a. (IF NO) Do you have specific plans to adopt
: . : _ EXPER SIM during the academic year 1974-757

N |
; T he .
¢ /_ ] Yes o
1b. (IF NO) What are the most. important reasons

"~ for not adopting EXPER SIM?

/_/ Unavailability of trained pérsonnél (e.g.,
‘ L teaching assistant, computer programmer,
o B "7 etc.) to implement

/~/ Unavailability of funds to adopt

'[:] Lack of support from administrators

/_/ oOverly time-consuming or lack of release
time - ’

/_/ Does not fit the subject matter "of your
course(s)

[:/ Your computer is not appropriate
- : 7:] Lack of transferable computer- programs

'[_/‘.Your doubts about the usefulness of com-
puter-related instructional approach

[:] Students' attitudes ‘toward computereuse
"// other (PLEASE SPECIFY:

2. Have you used a computer for--
L " 2a. Research purposes . -
) ) /_] o o .

1/ Yes - .
. ' "2b. - Teaching purposes ‘
s ‘ ' / / No
’ 1/ Ves
3. Do you. h*"e any suggestions for ‘strategies to ‘facilitate the implemen—
. tation of EXPER SIM? .
-

254 . -
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Now we want to ask you about Guided Design——a teachlng ‘method com™
bining principles of programmed- instructlon with open-ended problem— ‘
aolving——developed by Charles E. Wales at West Virginia University.

1. Have you adopted (that is, actually used) Guided Design?

/] Yes
/_] . No --- S L
° la. (IF NO) » Do you have specific plans to adopt
. : Guided ‘Design during the\academic year 1974-757.
. , A /1 “¥o :
-« } . -
v / !/’ Yes "
10% (IF NO) What are the most important reasons
) : for not adopt1ng Guided Design°
: ./ / dUnavailability of trained personnel (e.g.,
teaching assistant, étc.) to implement
:: Unavailability of funds to adopt \y
:: Lack of support from administrators
=/ Overly time—consuming or lack of rélease .,
time. . . A RN
) /_/ Does not fit the subject matter\bf your
. coutrse(s) LN
/_/ Unavailability of appropriate teaching
) ' materials
./_/ oOther (PLEASE %PECIFY
e . ! ’ ' . ) . ) .

2. Do you have any suggestions for strategies to facilitate the im-
plementation of Guided Design? - : I




CII.

Now we want- to ‘ask you about TIPS--a diagnostic tool to individualize
instruction in:the 1arge class——developed'by{Allen C. Kelley at Duke:
University. . ’ : :

‘1. Have you adopted (that is, actually used) TIPS?
a / Yes : ’ !

) Y

I~ No -— 7 .o

..la. (IF NQ) Do you have specific plans to aéopt
! TIPS during the academic year 1974-757 B

| .
| /| ‘No - ' - A ~
v _/ Yes -.u o ;R

A K N /

(IF §0) What are the most 1mportant reasons

for not adopting TIPS? i

-
1

‘teaching assistant, computer programmer,
etc. ) to implement

[/ Unavallability of funds to adopt

Lt

/ /" Lack of support from administrators

/ / Overly tlme—consuming or lack of release
- time ‘ S

/_/ 'Does not fit the. subJect matter of your

. . coyrge (s) .

/ "~/ Your computer is not appropriate

/_. ~/. Lack of transferable computer*pf’gram

/ "/ Your doubts about the ability of. multiple—v

choice questions to measurg your course

, content ) ,
// —/ Other (PLEASE SPECIFY: - -/
/ ~
, " )
2. What students do you think need the -most hef from a college teacher?
' /_/ studerits with top grades. - "\,
./_/ Average students . ’ ' w“ \\ R
/ / Students with poor grades ‘A\\
.3. Do you think that TIPS would enable you to reach this groUp7
/] No
/7] Yes ‘

P

/ T/ Unavailability of trained personnel (e.g.,

%

.
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Have you used a computer for--

4a, Research purposes

17/ No
/] Yes

4b. Teachihg purposes
" [/ Yo ;
/] ‘tes

' implementation?

s

53 Do you have any-éuggestions for strateéies to

‘facilitate the
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Now we want to ask you some questions about Student-to-Student

Counseling~--a systematic approach to training students as academic )

_counselors--developed by William F, Brown at Southwest Texas State e

University. ' ‘
. . : .

I. Have you adopted (that 1s, actually used) Student to-Student

?

Counse11ng7
w |/ Yes . ) : o . .
/ / No —_-W ’ , . . :
- la. (IF NO) Do you have specific plans to adopt
i Student- tu—Student Counseling during the aca-
f demic year 1974-75? °
i
. /] Mo - :
V. /T ves - J
1b. (IF NO) “hat are the most important reasons
for not auuptlng Student-to-Student Counseling7 R
[_/ Unavallabllity of trained personnel (e |-
— - . coun-«ling assistant, etc.) to implement -

- !/ Unevailability of funds to adopt
‘ /_/ Lack of support from°administratois

' /_/ oOverly time-consuming or lack of release
- time* :

.

‘/:y Your doubts about the effectiveness of
> : "'students as counselors’

/] oOther (PLEASE SPECIFY:

Lo R
' 58S
3 N
4 i
: )
2. About how many students have recelved counseling services through your ”
unit during the academlc year 1973 747 . ' v .
students , . ) ! ' ‘
‘3., How many years of eoliege—level_counseling experience have you had?
. - ’ - '
years X
' 1)
4. Do you have any suggestlons for strategies to fac111tate the im- )
"plementation of Student to- Stﬁ?ent Counseling? Oy, ; v

@
- ~
- .

;
/.

<+
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7 iiI: ?inaily,‘we would like to éék‘ydu something about yourself and your
institution; this information will be held in confidence.
1. What is your highest completed degree? ) .
/_/ Bachelors | o N e
/_/ Master's - _ ;
/:y Specialist, or Master's plus about 30 credits
/:] Doctorate
2. What is your academic field of specialization?‘\

»_\

3. What is your academic.rank? (CHECK MORE THAN ONE, IF APPLlCABLE)
/_/ - .nstructor N
/iy Assistant professor
. /_/ Associate professor _ |
/:jb Professor ‘ )
‘ /_/ Department chairman
/:y Administrétor (e.gl, vice—preéident, dean, director of
. counseling center, etc.) (PLEASE SPECIFY:

)

— \ , - :
!/ Professicnal staff (e.g., grant coordinator, counselor, etc.)
(PLEASE SPECIFY: '

' )
/_/ other title (PLEASE SPECIFY:
‘ )
4. How many years.have you been at your present institution?
years )
5. Did you teach at least one course during tf® past academic year
1973-74? ‘ .
! /] Yo

Ed

/] Yes -—-—-;)‘IV .

5a. (IF YES) What was the enrollment in the largest —
| class that you taught?

. Students

!
l
l
!
|




e

6.

7.

s 8..

9.

|

|

THA\NV YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION. .

4

|

|

|
5
l

\' \// . .,

./, .
5b. (IF YES) Did you use ‘any ﬁ@ the following

techniﬁues in this coursé?.

/| No /] Yes Insfructional TV and/or
! videotape

/] No ] Yes Overhead projector

/:y No /:y Yes Simulation, instructional
ames, and/or role-playing

/ |/ No /:y Yes- Contract grading
!

/ No /:y Yes / Computer-assisted instruc-
, / tiom . -

/ /] Yo /I Yeé Programmed instruction and/
: / or other printed self-

/ o/ instructional materials

o /_/_ %o /_/ Yes Small group discussion

What is your sex? /
-

/I~ Male
iy , ; P
/_/ Female - x : e
. J o
What: is you _age? €’ g
[ - years ; - N

: ]
What- relative weight is given to quective teaching, versus research
and ipublic tien;—whep-a, faculty member in your unit (such as a de-
partment) fis bonsi,é&ed for a p;;totion or a raise?

. PLEASE DISTRIBUTE 160--PQINTS BETWEEN THESE TWO ALTERNATIVES, DIS~

- REGARDING fOMMUN%%Y SERVICE AND QTHER RESPONSIBILITIES:

/
% Teaching

K % Researqﬁland publication

Would ydu<£%ke to receive a summary of the results of this investiJ 
gation?. ‘ .

/:] No

P

I/ Yeé\ —— ,,, L
. 9a.- (IF YES) Pledse give your name and mailing
address: - '

Namé: e
\ Mailing Address: |

1
{

f

\ o260 | E
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“LETTER TO REQUESTORS THAT ACCOMPANIED

SECOND WAVE QUESTIONNAIRE
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Z)fpaftmcﬂt of Journalism _

THE UNIVERSITY OF MICHIGAN + ANN ARBOR * 48104

N
N

x‘. . A RESEARCH PROJECT ON THE DIFFUSION OF.
IMPACT INNOVATIONS TO COLLEGE PROFESSORS

January 3, 1974
Dear Colleague:

I am writing to remind you that we sent you a questionnaire about a
month ago about your interest in one ?r more of the four IMPACT innovations:
EXPER SIM, Guided Design, TIPS, and Student—-to-Student Counseling. In case
that you forgot to return your questi‘nnaire to us, I urge you to do so to-
day. We enclose a copy of the qdesti/nnaige and a stamped, self-addressed

~ envelope. . ’

) Your response is very crucial to the success of our study, and ulti- -
mately to an improved understanding of the diffusion of educational innova-
tions. We have already received about a 70 per cent response to the first

" mailing of the questionnaire, and with your help we hope to achieve an al-
most complete response’ rate. The attached questionnaire is the last mailing
to you. It will only take about 5 to 10 minutes of your time (about as long
as the time needed to drink a cup of coffee). .

EIC

Let me reiterate our.assurance that your response will be treated with .

utmost confidence, and that yourJname will not be linked with your responses
in any way. We will also be delighted to supply you with a summary report
of our findings when this study is finished. :

If your responée is alxeady-enrbute to us, please disregard this re-
minder. If you have questions regarding this questionnaire or our study,
,please call me collect at (313) 763-1584.

Cordially,

53,232 iélg)éuaﬁ»u—
Everett M. Rogers
Professor

E]

EMR: hb
enclosure . N
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October 23, 1974

EXPER SIM

Personal Interview Guide

3

I. HISTORY AND KNOWLEDGEf‘ SR

1. Would you blease tell me the history of how you came to
adopt (know about) EXPER SIM? :

a. How did you first become interested in EXPER SIM?
Why? ' 4

b. Did you perceive a need for change before you learned
of EXPER SIM? (Were you dissatisfied with the course
or method of teaching before you learned of it?)

" OR

c. Did you feel that there was a need for the inno?ation
after learning . of EXPER SIM? ‘

d. Had you already made some changes in your course, and
then perceived EXPER SIM to be an additional improve-
ment? 4 :

e. About whén did you first hear about EXPER SIM?

@
L]

£. How well do you feel EXPER SIM fits your course needs?

2. In the decision to adopt EXPER SIM, who else, besides
yourself, was involved? _ : :

a. Who initiated consideration of EXPER SIM?
b. From whom did you receive .approval?

c. From whom did you receive cooperation?

d. Where, or from whom, did -you obtain information about
EXPER SIM that convinced you to adopt it?

e. Is gnyoﬁe else involved in using EXPER SIM who has
played an important role?

264




II. PLANS TO USE EXPER SIM

3.

4.

’ b -

When do you expect to start using EXPER SIM?

°

a. Mdnth/Term v : -

In ‘what course(s) have you used,

EXPE

‘Year

R SIM?
Course

Level

Enrollmeht:

¢

-
¥

1. average for each section

c

2. total for the year

2

$o what extent do you use EXPER SIM? .

or do you plan to use,

In what proportlon of the courses you teach are you

using, or do you plan tor use, EXPER SIM?

1Y

How much of your class time, durlng the term, is

devoted to-using EXPER SIM?

P

III. COMPUTER KNOWLEDGE

6-.

Po you know computer programming?

What
your

what

What

{For

fFor

pre‘(make and model) of computer do you have at
institution? (7 IF ANSWERED NEED NOT ASK 9).

computer ﬁanguages do you know?

MESS)

LESS)

is your computer system (make and model)?

IBM-360
DEC 10

.CDC 3300

Others

" 'DEC-PDP9

HP 2000 C, F or {G-coming out in Nov.,

265
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I1.

12. Does your use of EXPER SIM regquire a lot of computer

13a.

13b.

5
b

Do you ‘use the same langdage as used in MESS and/or LESS?

(a) FORTRAN

(b). BASIC R

o [

(c) Others ‘ S
k]

.

What was the initial cost of installing EXPER SIM on - .
your computer -system? L L . e

(a) Computer costs?

(b) Programmer costs?

+(c) ~Others

knowledge by

(a) You -

(b) 'Teéching Assistant
(c). Student

(d) Secretaries

(e) Others

Does your Institution belong to a computer consortium
(e.g. ~ CONDUIT)?"

Does your Institution belong to a ‘computer network
(e.g. NCRCN)? o

o

Have you used any other program (e.g. KUSIM (Kallenbeck),
DATA—CALL, etc.),? If so, please give us

. <

(a) Name
(b) Department

(c) Address




E-5

- s - o
15. Who:assisted you in the implementation of EXPER SIM'on | - @)
your computer system? .
(a) . No one ﬂ
Se (b)" Computation center at your institution :
- . ‘
(c). i Colleagques
& 5
B (d) student programmér . .
(e) (1) Dana Main's staff - MESS
, ' o

(2) Aart Cromer's staff - LESS _ N

(f£) Others (ASK FOR NAME, ADDRESS OF SPECIFiC:INDIVIDUALL

B . .
} ’ ) .
r s -

: IV SPECIFIC INFORMATION ON EXPER SIM.
. 16. How~closely do you follow, or do you plan to follow,
Dana Main's MESS. program/or Art Cromer's LESS program? Py
17. Have you used the MESS, LESS, or other models, or have
you writen your own?
a. - If borrowed: 1) Which ones? 2) ‘Were modifications ®
. made?
b.  If written, what is the model?
18. What is the-nature of the data that a student is pro- ®
vided on your EXPER SIM approach? ‘ ,
19. What is %he.nature of the data that a student must generate?:
o . . ®
20 To what extent has the use of this innovation encouraged '
" you to formulate specific course ob]ectlves, and to im-
plement them?
®




~
o

B Y N R . . . F .
i 21. How much effort on your part does it take to design creative
VR S simulation problems? ' ' o : o

4 -
L)

e S 422, What are the cgsts,'per studert, of using EXPER SIM?

°

Y B - a. In dollars? " ¢{In materials?)

b. In time, i.e., instructcc's, assistants', students'?

Ec ) . . Y _ - ’ \ ] '

©23, "What are the comparative costs, per student, of using _
EXPER SIM and other methods of teaching? .

»

0 u .

24. a., What do yqQu expect the time and cost benefits will
be of using EXPER S5IM? ' i ,

-~

. b. How have you made these estimates?
(,? ’ . l‘ . * ; - ) ) ) .
25. How JB you introduce EXPER SIM to your students? o

V. EVALUATIVE DATA

o

26. Do you think that EXPER SIM improves a student's ability
to conduct engrimental research?

N !
ks 27. How do the students like this method of teaching? . N

o e
&

28, Who benefits most from the use of EXPER SIM, the weaker

° or the’ better student? -
. t

L)

29. a. - Do you use the better students inr‘your course to
tutor other students?

-

h b. Does this occur in group discussion in class only, or
outside of class? ) o ,

Ki

30. How well dbes EXPER SIM accomodate the diverse nature and
large size of your class? ,

31. What are the main advantages and disadvantages of using
EXPER SIM, as compared with other methods of teaching?

Al
=)
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» .

«- - 32, Have you kept, or do you plan'to keep, data on compar?sons
af pre- and post-EXPER SIM use on variables such as: ™

[ I

PR AEpL

a. Teaching efféctivéness?
.b. Student motivation?
;o c. Learning activity?

dv Others?
VI. OPINIONS AND RESISTANCES

33. How is EXPER SIM perceived by the following persdhs?
a. “Your dean?

- b. Your department chairman? e

A}

Colleagues in your department?
d. Colleagues in other depaftments?
e. Graduate students? -
f. Students in your classes? | .

g. Others? o o ‘

32, Do you know of anyone who used EXPER SIM, and then
discontinued? Why? Please give name, dept., institution.

<

35, Do you feel that the emphasis your institution places on
: pesearch and publication vs. teaching effectiveness is
about right?
G ' ! 4
36. Do you. feel that you are properly rewarded for being a
good teacher, even if it interferes with your research and
publication activities?

37. Do you think that your use of EXPER SIM will help or
* hinder your career?

38. boes your‘dean or department chairman have data on your '
teaching effectiveness? ' :

*

1 ) w | . 2'81_)*




19. a. Do your students fill out a teacher-evaluation form
in your course?

« . i

g e

b,ﬂ Is it submitted to your department chairman?
VII. GRANT PROPOSAL APPLICATION

40 How'diq you decide to make a grant proposal to the Exxon
Education Foundation?

-wfwu~~Q'f 1. Did anyone assist you in preparing your grant appliéation?

a. fNo one B ‘ | .
b. Research Admigistfatibn>staff
" c. Department chairmﬁn | ) ' |
2 4. Coile;gues in your department ;

e. Others

A}
4é. Do‘you feel that thé‘Exxbn limit of $6,000 was .a
serious limitation in making your proposal?

Pl

., VITI. PERSONAL DATA AND'DIfFUSION ACTIVITIES ¢
* ' , ' ' .

\ 42, How many .years have you been teaching at the college
‘level? = ,

P y

L ) 44, What conférenceé, %orkéhops, and seminars on EXPER SIM

R .- \ have you attended? '

’ 45. - How have you trieﬁ to spread the use of EXPER SIM? i '
| a. Given worksho%s?

4 o« ‘ : ‘ ¥

: b. Written articles, papers?

!

’

[ c. Others? w
. |

! K
46. Have you received and read Dana.Main's and' /or Art Cromer's
© literature on EX%ER(SIM? | o , '
. . . e

47 Do you have suggés%ioné for speeding the wider adetion ‘ .«

’ of EXPER SIM? . ‘ i’

20 .
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|
Guided Desﬁ@n,' o - >
Do Personal Intervi%w/Guide « a )
. /
P ! ' '

. . s - - .‘ “ . | V ]
I. HISTORY AND ‘KNOWLEDGE // ‘

e

1.

* i ‘ b. o Dld you percelve a need for change before you learned.
ﬂ of G.D.? ,(Were you dissatisfied with the course
| or method of teaching before you learned of it?) -

?

OR . : | I ool

| c. Did you feel that there was a need for the 1nnova-:
1 ‘tion after learnlng of G.D.?2 :

\ . Y - ’, * N ,
| ' *'d. » Had you already ma&e some .changes in your course, .
f\ L s and then percelved G.D. to be an additional improve- o .
p | . . ment° : o , . . s
g\ . . es About when did you flrst hear about’G D? .
H ! ) . ,:
,\ ) , f. How well dc you feel G.D. fits youﬂ course needs'> ,

\ ‘ - | i "~ % ;

i 2. In the decision to adopt G.D., who elaeJ be51des your—

self, was 1nvolved°

! f -

e
&

a. - Who 1n1t1ated con51deratlon of G.D. 9

4 ol .
| . b. From whom did _you receive approval° , .
\ . L i - ‘e
| , - .C. Fnom whom dld\ybu receive cooperatlon° K t o TR .
| ~ , d.” Where, or from whomg dld you obtain 1nformatlon about Yo .
1 G.D. that convinced you.to adopt, Lt° L - by
S . e . LS anyone else involved in u51ng G. D. who has played . R
! P ah important role° r = . s
i e, . - T <
\" . . . . ' N - v ~ , »
II. PLANS TO USE GUIDED DESIGN ) N < .

f'--" - L w .}\-:'u . ‘- - v\‘“ﬂ\‘ v

'3.. When do you expect to start using G.D.? ' . ]
., " a. Month/Term . . s S, - ) e

. M A - . v » ’ -
Qo .o ’ 271 . W ’ LI : i
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. ok. Year A

-0
-
-~




%

\ o 4. 1In what coufSejs) have you used, or do you plan o
0 use, G.D.? . : :

) v ) N '{" )
a. Course o .

. ., ‘ * &

: b. ,(Level ;

. 7’ N - Q

/ . " . : - ' ! . .
; “ ¢. Enrollment: ‘ - ' .
. e ¥ . M ! M V

N S : 1. average for each section

- 2

"' » 2. total for the year

5. T what extent do-you use“G.D.?

a. In what proportion of the courses ybu teach are you
using, or do:you plan to uSe,.G.ﬁ.?

b. How much of yodr‘blags ﬁime;<dﬁring the t am is de- .
' voted to using q.D.?“;;fj' e ;3 '
: ITI. SPECIFIC INFORMATION ON GUIDED DESIGN ‘- * )
. . : . . , :;\\

~

6. Howiclosely do you follow, or do you plan‘tb follow,
Dr. Wales' systems design and pr jects, e.g., "Bridge
Freezes Before Road Surface?" Do you use his‘materials?.

[}

7. Have you borrowed a project similar to Professor,Wales'? .

a. From whom? (Pleése'give name, dept., institutijon.) .

»

b. What is thei project? : .5§%%, . .
- ' ' c. Have you madeé modifications on it? . . x
8. Have you prepared your .own project(s)?® Please describe .
it (them). | :

of

9. How much effort on your part doescit take to design a
creative project? . '

" 10. What is the nature pf the data that a student is provided ®
in your G.D. approach? -, . o

-~
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) . 11. Wwhat #s the nature of the data that a 'student must
generate? h
12. To what extent has the use of this 1nnovat10n encouraged

you to formulate specific course objectlves, and im-
4plement them?

|

13. What wire the main issues in your decision”to use G.D.?

14. How do you introduce G.D. to your students?
/ V .
15. What is/was the initial cost of implementing the G.D.
program?

*

16. What are the costs,: per studenf, of usihg G.D.?
~a.,_ In doliars? (In materials?)

b. 1In time, i.e.,-instructor's, assistants’, students'?

17. What are.the comparative cosfs, per student, of using T
G.D. and other methods of teaching? ;

18. a. ‘What do you expect the +1me and cost benefits will
be of using G.D.? :

b.'“How have you made these estimates?

IV. EVALUATIVE DATA

em——-19,7"Do you think that G.D. imptroves-a student's ability to
. : - make decisions? :

', 20. How do-students like this method of teaching?

21. Who benefits most from the Guided Design Systems approach,
the weaker or the better student?
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/ : 22. a. ’Do you use the: better students in your course “to
e tutor other students’ "

—r—

——

:/t o "+ b. Does thi occur in qroup dlSCUSSlon in class only,

- i ‘ or outside of élass°\ Ch

| S

- ' 23. - HoW’well does G. D.*accomoéate the diverse nature ‘and large
' S, size of your class? = |

i | :

. 24. What are the main advantages and disadvantages of uSing

s G.D., as compared w1th other ‘methods of teaching? -

\z
“v

J

S

‘ ' 25. Have you kept, or‘do you plan\to keep, data on comparisons
- of pre- and post—Guided DeSign use on variables such as:
' . \

a. Teaching effeptiveness? :
— \\ - .
b." ‘Student motivation? - ‘

\

~, c. Learning activity?

: Others?

|

V. OPINIONS AND-RESISTANCES

Py
>

' 26. How is G.D. perceived by the following persons?

a. Your dean? 1
—— \

b. Your department chairman?

|
\
; c. Colleagues in your department?

i
d. Colleagues in other departmenﬁs’ [— "

e. _Graduate students? (T A.'s) %
|

£. ' Students in yopr classes?

g. GCthers? : - L -
4‘:.) :- ' ) . » .P
27. Do you know of anyone who has used G.D.,-and then &s- -
¢ continued? Why? Who? (Please glbe name, dept., and
institution? ) o <« - ®

s

|

1-: . ; {

.~ 28. Do you rfeel that the empha51s youriinstitution glaces on
ggse%rch Egg publication VS, teaching effectiveness is
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VII.

- 29. Do you feel that you are properly rewarded ‘for being

Ef13

a good teacher, even if it interferes with your re-
search and publication activities?

30. Do you thlnk that your use of G.D. will help or hin- ’
der your career’>

bl

31. Does your dean or - department chairman have data on your'™
teaching effectlveness’> . :

L

32. a. Do your students fill out a teacher-evaluation form
in your course?

b. Is it submitted to your‘department chairman?

%

GRANT PROPOSAL APPLICATION

33. How did you dec1de to make a grant proposal to the Exxon
Educatlon Foundation? : .

34. .Did anyone assist you in preparing your grant application?
a. No one
“b. Research administration staff -
"c. Department chairman
d. Colleagues in your departﬁéﬁt «
e. Others o _ ) K .
: o ' . N . . A

35. Do you feel that the Exxon limit of $6,000 was a serious
limitatign jin making your proposal?

PERSONAL DATA AND DIFFUSION ACTIVITIES * | .

. N (Y -

36. How many years have'you been teaching. at the college level?,

¥

. :
‘e 1 £ 3

-37. .What conferences, workshops, and seminars on G.D. have you

attended’> —

&

e -

@




v

b. Whatfwas least useful?

E~14

‘How- have you tried to spread the use of G.D.?

a. .Given-workshops?
b.  Personal correspondence?
c. ‘Written articles, papers?

d. Others?

Have you received and read Charles WaleE' literature on

. G-D"?

a. What was most useful?

e

c. What adqitional information would have been valuéble?

e e

5

4Q0. Do you hHave suggesﬁions for speedindg the wider Qdoptiqn[

of 6.D.7? . : )
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’ ' October 10, 1974 .

J ' ) TIPS
| Interview' Guide : ..
. I. HISTORY AND KNOWLEDGE OF TIPS

. - : . :

a

1 dgould you please tell me the history of how you came
) o adopt (know about) TIPS°

(a) How dld you flrst become 1nterested 1n TIPS? Why°
(b) Was" there a felt need prior to your adoption that
TIPS met? _ . . ‘

(c) Did you feel (dec1de) that knowledge of TIPS created
a need for the 1nnovatlon°

(d) when did you hear about.TIPS?

-

(e} How well do you feel that TIPS fits your course needs°

» (f)"Had you already made some changes in your course,
and then percelved TIPS to be an additional 1mprove-
ment? e

iz =

2. 1In the decision to adopt/use TIPS who else was involved?
What role did,he/she/they play? - )

. { hid i o
(a) Who iqi;iated consideration. of TIPS?
“ (b) From whom did you receive approval?
(c¢) From whom did you receive cooperation?

(&) Was any one else involved who played an important fole?
II. PLANS TO USE
3. When do you expect to start using TIPS° (When didgyou

start using TIPS?)

(a) Month/term o ’

(b) Yeaf
4., In what courses have you used or plan to use TIPS?
(a) " course(s) : | (continued.:.) ~

-
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4. . (ccntinued)
, (b) Level ‘ . - - S

{c)' Enrollment

a9

. . ¢ (i) Average for each section

(ii) Total for the year

-

5. How much of your total class time during the term is
s - devoted to using TIPS?
] B (a)In what—proportion of the courses you teach are you
uging or do you plan to use TIPS?

III. COMPUTER KNOWLEDGE

6. Do you know computef‘programming?

[N

’ 7. What type (make and model) of computer do yoa have at
~yaqur institution? ' (7 IF ANSWERED NEED NOT ASK 9).

o

. 8. What computer language(s) do you know?

- . -

- . 9. What'is your computer system(make and model)?

° IBM 360 .series, 20, 25, etc.. .
IBM 370 series ' o
"UNIVAC 1100 series - ‘
UNIVAC 1108 series
CDC 3000 series U
CDC 6000 series

4

10. Do you use the same language as the one used in Prof.
Kelley's program?

FORTRAN IV :
UNIVAC FORTRAN V computer »
- ‘Others . -

11. What was the initial cost of installing TIPS on your

computer system? . _
(a) Computer costs? . . -

(b) Programmer costs?

.
.
¥ -

’ " (¢) Others : . L
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12.

13a.

13b.

14.

s

15.

s

k)

1

.Does your use of TIPS requlre a lot of computer know;edge
by .

(a) You.

(b) Teaching Assistant
‘(c) Student

(d) Secretaries

s ey Others.

Fd a-

Does your Institutioﬁ belong to g computer consortium
(e.qg. CONDUIT)° . , . ) -
Does your Instltutlon belong to' a computer‘network

“ (e.g. NCRCN)?

-
.

Have you used ény other pfogram (e.q. CHEM—?IPs;
TIPSLESS; RSVP)? If so, please give us

(a)- 'Name

[

{b) Department ‘ S )
P i .

(c) Address

&)

Who assisted you in the implementatioﬁ of TIPS on your
computer system? '

o

{a) No ene . - .

(b) Computation center .at your institution ¢

3

(c) Colleagues
y .
(d) Student programmer
(e) ZXelley and staff e

(£) Others (ASK FOR °'IAME, ADDRESS OF SPECIFIC INDIVIDUAL)

o : . .

Iv. /SPECIFIC INFORMATION ON INNOVATION

" 16.

o 17,

= | K . |
How do.you introduce TIPS to the, students?

.
N =]

How cTOSely do you follow Q:plan to follow Prof. Kelley S
design of TIPS?

b 279
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18. How much effort does it take on your part to prepare
multiple choice questions’ for the weekly surveys .as -
compared'to”youn previous methods of assignment preparation?

19. What: do you expect time.cost benefits of TIPS will be?

V. EVALUATIVE DATA ; - o ‘

g

' 20. wWhat is“the comparative cost of using Ti?S_apd other
- ‘ (previous) methods of teaching? v .

-

A -

21. To what extent did the use of TIPS encourage you to ,
" formnlate specific course objectives and implement taem?

< 3

iib 22. Will you ‘use or plan to use TIPS for feedback on :student
N performance during the term, and/or evaluation purposes?

»

4

> .

23, How well do students like this‘method of teaching?

4

24.‘0How well ddes TIPS accomodaté the diverse nature and large
. . sizerof freshman classes? )

A

25. Who do you feel is most benefited by TIPS?
(a)' .WeaKér students

(b) Better students
* ¥ : :
26. Do you use better students to tutor other students (peer
. _tutoring)? : .
27. What: are some of the Q@in advantages
of using TIPS as compared ,to other methods?

Jzé, Have: you kept -or plan to keep data on pre- and pos .~TIPS
. on variables such as

(a) Teachirig effectiveness
# (b) ' Student motivation
Jc) ?Learniné activity (retention) : o .

v (@) others L .

2.

‘ V":.';/g:" 0 o I 280
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29.° What is the cost per student using TIPS? .
" _30. Do you know of anyone who ﬁsed TIPS and then discontinued?
: ‘Why? : X | ;
'Name |
Department
' ©
_ Address
V. RESISTANCES/OPINIONS T ' . ’
- s - . -
31:' How waérTIPS‘perceived by’ the foilowing persons?

32.

33,

34.

.35.

36.

P

~(a) Dean

(b) Dept. chgirman

(c) Colleagues in the dept.

(d) »Coiieagueé i other depﬁs.
(e) Graduate students/T.A.

(f) Othef'sgudéﬁts in class(es)'
(g) Any other

Do. you feel that the emphasis that your institution places
on research and publication versus teaching effectiveness
is about right? ¢ "

IS

Do you feel you are properly rewarded -fox being a gocd
teacher, even if it interferes with your: research and
publication activities? ' -

4 : i L
Has your teaching effectiveness been a help or hindrance
in your academic career? .

Does your dean or department. chairman have data about your
teaching effectiveness? 4 : . ‘

& s

Do your students fill out a teacher-evaluation form 4n
.your class which is sent sto the dean or chairman?

-

*

VI. GRANT PROPOSAL WRITING - . !

4

37.

o

How did you decide to make -a grant‘propésal to the Exxon
~ducational Foundation? - '
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38.

39.°

»

VIE.
40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

45.

pid:a
tion?

(a)
(b
(c):

Q)

E-20

3

nyone assist youvin'preparing your grant_ap%lica—-

No one

@

Research -administration staff - o

Department chairman

,COlleagﬁes in the department - e ‘<
(e) Others s A ' ' O :
Do you feel that the Exxon limit of $6, OOO was a serious

limit

ation in making your, proposal’

[y

PERSONAL DATA AND DIFFUSION ACTIVITIES o

\?
]

How long have you been teaching at the céllege level? .

« K

What conferences, workshops, and semlnars on TIPS have
you: attended? ~

N

How, have you tried to spread the practice of TIPS?.

(a)

- 1

Personal conversation/ correspondence

-

(b) —6iven workshop

(c) Written paper L
(4) Others .
Have you recelved/read Prof Kelley's llterature on TIPS°

..,"(a)

(b)
9

£

)
what was most useful?

-

What was least useful?

Whét additional information would have been valuable?

-

Do you have suggestions . for speedlng the wider adoptlon of,

TIRS?

f)'

o

Are there any ethical”préblems involved in the use qf TIPS?
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. ) STUDENT-TO;STUDENT COUNSELING

* INTERVIEW GUIDE / '

w

‘I;' HISTORY/KNOWLEDGE

1. Would you please tell me the history of how you came
to adopt (know about) S-5-C?

, (a) How did you first become interested in S-5-C? Why?
. + B 4
(b) Was there a felt need prior to the adoption that
- S-S-C met? e

¢ - (c) Did you (decide) feel that:the knowledge of S-5-C
"created a need for the innpovation?

(d) About when did you hear about s-s-a?\\

(e) Had you already made some changes in counseling,
and then perceived S5-5-C to be an additional im-.
provement? - . s

(f) How. well do you feel S-SfC\fitgthe needs of your
counseling program? - l

n

S IA the decision Eo adopt/use S—Src,yho else was iqyolved? g
What role did he/she/they play? . -

» (a) Who initiated consideration of S-S-C?
¥ _“ o -0 .
(b) From whom did you receive approval?

(c) From whom did you receive cooperation?

*:

(d). ~ Is anyone else invol&ed who played an important role?

IT. PLANS TO USE ., B ' 0
3. When'do<yod“expect to start using S=5-C? (or when did

you start using S-8-C)?

“(a) Month/term W _ |

o T ) . ~ . . ' )

Ce ’ (b) Year. : R ¢ e )

3 t

]




. ! L E-22 .
/ -’ | [N . hd
[ ! . ' \
° / - 3
/ :
l [ v e ¥ ; '
U " 4. What level, of students are student counselors to the
// e . freshman students° o
/“ (a) §oph9ﬁbrqs ‘ \'
/ - Lo i ] . ‘
* (b) Juniors |
P 1
. | P
(c) Seniors
. ) ) ) ‘ . ““, '. o
(d) Graduate students L o
- - ! . : R 4 »
' (e) Otheﬁsﬁ L e L T {'
- . . . . » ’,’ . v ~ ; v
e\ ' ° ' /
- 5. ‘How many students are there /who recelved counseling ‘in
- the past academic year at your institution? How-many
of these were counseled.by students? -
A [ . [ ' i - ., o . ! - ) 1.; \ . o
: 6. In what places are‘student counselors used? I \
(a) ‘Residence halls? I oo
(b) . Student social center? i
(c) Student religion center'> | ' : 4 N )
e ——— / - \
(4) Instructlonal departments? oo _* o N
a4 Cor . =
N . . ruv
(e) Study habit clinic? o *
) (f) Testing and counseling center? . . Lo - 9
- (g) ' Others? v . , a
- g I
, . ' g / N 3
7. What is the student/counselor ratio at your,institution? L
. : ' » ! "‘ ’ ) ) i g i ‘ .
III. = COUNSELING EXPERIENCE '
8. What training have you had in counseling? e
’ | ! . o N
9. What are your counsellng experlences at various levels? A
: V . (a) 'Prlmary/Secondary level? : o
(b) Public School level? . e
L . (c) College level? ‘ i ST : ; ' _fﬂ
] o : . ’ - . ® ‘
L B (d) Ot ers? _ - - o . .
ERIC - 284 | SR
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E-23 e . )
- ’ ’ - f ‘/ RN .y
‘s \ o / e -
. " ’ 7 °
Fr - - & - . l
IV., SPECIFIC INFORMATION ON INNOVATION " - .
' -) i Ay :‘ ) . . j . ~
. 10. How do you'ihtroduce §-S-C to the students (clients)? '
, _ S W “ ;
lla. What technifjues do you use in tralnlng your student /3'
counselgxégq . \ . — . 4 o o 4
11b. What is the total tralnlng t@me prov1ded for student « ‘
A counselors?’ : ‘ : o e . .
lie. How do you recruit/select your studen@ counselors?" S
~11d: What is the cpst ofétraining your\studept counselors? t
[ ., 9 . .\‘ - o ) PR
T . (a) ﬁ§g¢facuﬁtygtlme
, - . - . ‘ “ . C e '.
- Kb)‘ in dollars . . . .
}(c) in the preparatlon Jof materlals N ) L
. ;(d) Others L ‘ ‘\ .
‘I L] * ® = - ’ \ 'l . '
. k ‘
l24; What are the varlous technlques thaq student counselors
| use with othet students’ . \
' ‘ - ’ . Lo - -
(a). “Group discussion? . - et ‘
. , , . . . L
... (b) _Lectures? .o,
y + {c) “Deﬁonstrations? - . , ! o e
. . . ’ ) . {:) _' )
(d) Reading assignments? co T L _ Y
: . .\ - T Z ©
(e) Role play1ng° " . - 3;-33 . .
_L ) " practice exerc1se° B L : e T '
. v . El ‘ B N
(g9) Peer system rat1ng° e} ‘-
i_'(h) Others: o ' / E ’
e, R N . rv . . R ES
. . o { o
13. | What were/are the v&rlous types ofkprofess1o al counselors
{ 1n your 1nst1tutlon° L /7 v : .
. o % ,.\' ’
(a)'_Student residence hall counselors? /,; a
N 1 (b) Faculty advisor? ' ; . /
- 1 (c)"Academlc counéelor’ - ' ] : ,
\ H Y - »‘ e o ‘v'
© " () Others? - 280 Lo Fo] ,
. . L & ) i . . . / . ‘l- ' <
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: ‘ o
14. . How closely do.you follow or plan to follow Prof. Br

s-5+«C design? Do you use the printed materials such/as:
(a) student Evaluation test?

Q"”) . -
B ’ / | )
(b). Counselors Manual? '
) (c) Others?. '
,*-— ’ / ;. . \\
1 . . . \‘
. . 15.  Did you’pregaie materials for your student counseiors to
e use in counseling other students? What are,they?! °~
i ‘ , R : | . !
16. Hawve yow made any modifications in Prof. Brown's approach :
to S-S-C? - . i ‘ -
| | L -
v 17. What do you expect dime-andicost benefits of using stu-
! &i dent counselors will be? ’ .
! ; ’t[f ' ’
y » kY
1vVv. EVALUATIVE DATA ' '
- . / ‘ ’ ’/," - v B
‘ 18. How valuable do you think’peer'cdunseling really is? . - -
y/l - ; ) : L ; . e
19. What is the comparative cost of/Lsing‘S—S7C and other’
" (previous) methods? : -
. | q . | o
20. To+hat extent.did the use of the innovation encourage
you to formulate specific counseling objectives and im- ,
Lo 'plement them? ° o . '
, . 1 . . ,
21. ' What are the areas of college 1ife* that are covered in e
i ‘your use of students as counselors? -
‘ s (a) Orientation to school ‘ )
‘/‘ ; o . ' . m o ‘\\
¥ / o gb), I,Personal‘-social proki[lems ‘ ’ °
o | + - w“
T i , ) .
y (c) . study habits : o \
: ' B . .o o oL v (/—% ’
(d) . Subject matter ‘counseling S '
o - ’ : v . .
. (e) Religious counseying ' v
. « (f) Education p;ogrgmsfplanning
(g) Vocational guidance

o
M -
R .
.
'

(continuéd)
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. .
21. ~ (continued)

4 - M. b
(h) Psychological test interpretation ,
. S
(i) = Others
22. How well do students like this method of counseling?
'23. Do you think that the use of S-S-C will reduce the drop-
out rate of students? - S
\24. Who do you feel if most benefitéd by S-5-C?
(a) . Weaker students i ~ : . “

-—

[

. (b) Béﬁter students

1
]

25.  How well does $5-S-C accomodate the diverse nature and
large size: of freshman classes? °_ :

+ “ , 4.
26. What are some of the main advantagéé and disadvantages of
using student counselors as compared to using professicnal
*counselors? . ' - - ' N
27. Have you kept 'or plan to keep data on comparisons of pre-
and post-5-5-C on variables such as: . Y

L}

(a) Counseling_effectiveness

s

'(b)ﬂ Student motivation

4

(c) Learning activity

(d) Drop-out rates

-~ (e) Others

. -
T . ¢ *

. 28. What is the cost pei student using cébunseling services?

«
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-

) 29.° How is the student counselor payed for his services as a
w counselor? _

. -

" ‘ - (a) Monéy
- (b) 'Credité{earned . ‘ ’ -
: b ,
’ . ' - ? . . ,.
- {(¢) Practicum . . :
'(d) Othets . .
‘“303*'Do you know of other counseling center:’ who used S-S-C, . @

and fhen dlscontlnued it? Why? "

prl

“(a) Institution

. (b). Address - , . . . .

-+

V. RESISTANCES/OPINIONS \ " 3
4\ . ' *

. . 731. How was/is S-5-C perceived by the following persons?

. | ®,
- (a) Dean? v
' (b). Dept. chairman? !
(c) Colleagues in your.dept.? i
L3 ) " ,'A .
{(d) - Colleagues in other depts.? ) )
(ef Graduate students/teachlng ass1stants'>
e .. 1
{f) Other students in class(es)'> . . S 0
- - ’ e
(g) .Any other? “ L N
32. Do you feel that the emphasis that your 1nst1tut10n places
" on research and publlcatlon versus counsellng effectiveness
~ ' is about xwight? -- . : ®
33. Do you feel you are properly rewarded for being a good ’
. : X ¥counselor, even if it 1nterferes with your research and 5
- R publication activities? ‘
: p . @

34, Has your counseling effectiveness been a help-or hindrance
t - . in your academic career?

¢
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Does your dean or department.chairman have daéa about

your counseling effectiveness? ' _

- |

. Do students, fill out a counselor=evaluation form at your
center which is sent to the dean or chairman? '

VI. GRANT PROPOSAL WRITING °

S

37. How did you decide to make a:gfant proposal to the Exxon.
Educatien Foundation? a

14
<

a

~ <

38,7 Did,anYohe assist you in preparing your grant application?
" (a) “"No ona “ | .
(b) Research administration. staff
(¢) Department chairman

(d) Colleagues in the department

(é) Others

&

39. Do you feel that Exxon's 1imit of $6,000 was a serious
limitation in making your propcsal?

VII. PERSONAL DATA AND DIFFUSION ACTIVITIES

40a. How long have Qou been counseling at the céllege level?

' 40b. How “long have you been teaching at the college level?

41. What cénferences) workshops, and:seminars on’ S-S5-C have
you attended? e

)
d ’

TN

How have you tried to spread the practice of. S-S-C?

(a) Personal conversation/correspondence
(b) Given workéhop

(é) Writing paper

(d) Others




’ : ) ) v
) - . . : . T A . E"Z&- ) + . il
‘Y . . . ‘ & " - .
2 . ) Y
'~ 43. Have you received/read Prof.gBrown's literature on §-8-C?’
s ‘ ) . B 7 ) e :
(a) What was most useful?:

(b) What was ledst uséful? . .
g S : . .
(c) What additional information would have been valuable?

- . ° v ’ . 2, ’
i 44. Do you have suggestions for speeding the wider adoption
. . of 8=s-C?2- - . > ’ . :
‘ _ 45. What do you fhink are the ethical problems involved.-in .
-using students as paraprofessional counselors? .
_ v By a o ,
~ e )
- - ' b ) i
- . TN i 1
. 1 C
: @ # ' &
) - .
K
L]

o . ' . 7
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CODING SHEETS FOR DATA FROM THE PERSONAL

P

~

Appendix F

¢

AND TELEPHONE INTERVIEWS

- .
)
’ .
.
.
@
-
o
©
.
A
. 2
.
.
IS
’
v
a
<
.
291

;o




A
" ) ‘ (op) :'sejonp
- ) s ; . [N H
T B . - ' ) o 151aYa0
- I . ] / : . . o souyy 09
R : ' ;81943 I L : 1§ el ¢
rw103 A3~ "muﬁvauM MV nuwmwmwwwm , :¢ andwo)
suemitely/ueed . :y1/nIs BIx9 .WIIM|MinLm, rowyl OBl
’ * 3AT3I93333, UL . | : (ATUR) TTOD . FexoInd 19ad 13503 ¥ -
o ":d1en ¢3yoeal . :(3dep) 1100 - | ° . :n3s 19333§ BEFRE TR
(=p . < :paemax doig o zatey) in3s adv . :2WI] SIABS
o * :qng-~-say/3yol .. :ueaq in3is 19%BaM :Injasn 310K
2injonils paemay ' S5aUaTqeI0ABT sutes - 7 w>.5muﬁnm=d 1S wznumumaaou

aao.na.nao

L.

vam mwuamumﬂmwm *IA

381d

mumn w>ﬂumn.nm>m ‘A

<

|
]
|
|
|

. 129430
:19ded *3ITaIM

. . s . ., ‘TAUOD TRUOSIAJ
. ra9id. “Eq0 S, AT ) 3sn3310 03 5310334
:a8eanoouy’ R N . ) :U333B.D /M JUOD
F :7qo *Inod AYILA : " :8ys3 L0 “SIX
o~ . : .Bo.n.ﬁom . : —— .
o , ,_ uao.“umuaﬂ"mam ’ ; . :£q paistssV’
_ :qe ° . ) . :wam Suod Indmoy
:(s3) :Tq® 8saq °*1dx{ . .
.” : (42) TAE SAN°00Q 2ApiIcE] . _ :waw ym3eu Indmod
: :(sdIl) TeAd "SR JoEqPasd| . S - : Tepow/ayew 3ndwo)
v :poyjer .>wu.w ueyl ssa7 . ._ :aul= Suey u:mﬁoo.
*  dK1Tenpeirs ﬂ . :j andwod bay.
:910mw 307 . ‘ :8ue7 Indwod jJo sameN
:a21d uey3 siom ON 1 ' . ’ - . :SueT 3Indmod 3Jo *ON
- i awtl, \uuowwm , ! . e . "amuwouﬁ andmod” )
.mum%oaaH uo waH uﬂwﬁumum .>H ’ | ..wu:umuﬂm.. hu«mnaﬁm _ | ‘g3edwo) Ry -Mouy -~3Indmod ..HHH ’
N a 4 . . g ,
e . -
_:spunj JO S221nos, 13Y3p i R TR
.. . - . . - ukuﬂmwp . 13 * HmUOH ) . N .
S C :ajenbapy T igeast o 8 i+ €V enouul Tt *40d
© .:;bope juead uoOXXy :Jwey 9sano)| < : “te3o], 4 eV, 13BN ‘921§
coe :1e3or”’ | : zeax- . 1asT@ OYM ~:3dwod *aouul . 1309334 |
’ . . :35ueIsFeeY| * yIuoR . - :doop VNS 140333 |—
a - mEHu aseaay N <asn 031 Ueld . :a01ddy | :qessidq "uomlw..w ..
) o ifeuol : 138 uayM|-° $3FUI VA N $JUBAPY  "AT®% - —
oo ~ 3yem 03 UOISToA :FuFs(i|uorsyaap d um. “SA vaH BRI ﬁ .. 3seallul 3ISIH umm
N . : . N | : . .
ypaeorrddy Tesodoxg ueao “IIA 4Sn 01 SNV1d “IL| S FOAAIMONY MoISTH 1 ]




, . 1 .» . u~ ' ~. ' “,
°o .
. : ws o.m'mll
. rsajon !
o ) . (op) .o .
: . L ’ (AY 1519430
v . “ . ) ) . zemrl 29y
. . . :s19Y30 - . ) 1§ el
w10y A¥~I . . ${3s00 Jtuf] . >
< " ;uematey)/ueaq ’ - is3usphis : 1B3ep 4y , :$ Induo)
Y . m>.nuum“wwm B ) N VIVL/N3s BID +3T0307 1991 :amT3 °oBg
o e t(aTUN) TTOD , - - $380) g\
, X :dT9H «3yoea], . :(adep) TTOD :n3s 193319g :d<.4s atul
:paenax doad raTey)d tn3s aAy - 19wTl SAAES
:qnd-s9y¥/3Yd]L Lt tue9( . # :n3s I9yeoM :InJo9sn 310K
3an3oni3§ paemay . . SS9UaTqEBIOAZ] - sutes "3ISIQ ° SATIBILIEND :§ °ATIBIBdWO)
’ o suoturd(Q pue s20uelsTSa¥ “IA . B3BQ oATIENTEBAY A\ s
ST v ; Lo ‘ . a , 113410
\ E o o - , - :x9ded -3TaM
. .. d .
. , :nozd *[q0 . :AUOD TEBUOSI3d
. ;93eanoduy ) ’ mm:mwwmnumwuww.wwwww-
- . ."ﬁnﬂo ~Inoo .u.w:'um.m e . . . ) :3yo3 TTOD ¢SIX
. " :uoFsSi9AguI-qns 3sn . - 5 : .
o :moTTOd | .o . . AT3I0V J5Td ® B3eQ TRUOSIad "IiIA
! : . B o , . ) -
:(sd) :Tqe *8saq "idxd . :mow suod 3ndwo)
:(@9) Tqe S¥H o= SAOI1dW] . ’ . :mom y}m3au 3Indmo)d
P(SdIL) TEAE "SA wduamwuuu . . : Tepom/ayen 3ndwo)
“spoyzsu ‘asad ueyl ss97 . o o , :aur= Suet ‘3nduwo)
AL 1TEenpRIY . e ’ _ ! ) +) andmoo bey
-:9aom 30T . : , K :8ueT indwod JO saumeN
. :Aaad ueyz a1om ON . - :8ueT 3ndwmod 3O *ON
awT3/3103JH e ’ " :weafoad jndwod H§
oYf3eaouul uo -Ju] JTFToadg ‘AL . . " 3In3o1q Axgmung . -T3edmoy § -mouy .u:mﬁoo, *III
) . , .
. e R , _
:spung 3O §921nes 13YiQ 130 caxd| .
g . $POATSIA( $} TR3OL) . _“ :
. :93enbapy [aa91 ST ) » 1 @V eAouul = :¥0a
:bope Juead uoOxXxXiy ;oumey dSIn0) :Te30% , ) "MA.ld‘ _23BN ‘9zT§ .
: ~ :1B30], { aes} . .. :osTo ouM :3dwos -aouul 13093341 .
:30Ue3STSSY| 2y3uoR . :doo) VN &Y » 12403337
:omyy osearay [P :psn 03 ueld o :Ao0addy :3eSSIq :303-4-9
_ : Aouoy &3S usuM :3Tul Ve €N :3uBApPY “ATSY -
o ayew 03 UOTSTI3( . :3uTs( | UOTSTOP. dag °sa pui ) 3se123u] 3ISIT4 . umm
: : _ . : - . , ,, . . ig
orjeor1ddy Tesodoig 3juexd "IIA| asn oL SNVId °"II|, ° ' . wmwamgzonzm;maamam I . Ok




, - . sajon | |
. : - o
9 . u c - v o

) ‘ . . ” _, R e - 1519430
. - . ) a. A < | : _t3WEl 03y
. . 1 sI2U30 . . - T :§ aeR
o+ awmioF AF-L . o 13500 3TUN . .
,  sveuapeup/ueeq 2 fpaas e |t =380 o i gecdt)
0. 5E) 5 : ! :3103n3 199
5 9 ‘ N>HU me E.._H - \ . \>H.—=.~v HHOU: u m cumoo $
B Y] . “d1eH €8yoeaL - ot .aummvv T10oL .uuw umuummo Vi< 4$ a1ul
o 1paemaa ‘doxg .Hnmcb . . .:um INY 12WUT] SIABRS
DU :qnd-say/3yoL o, o :uea( . :n3s zajeap :Inyasn 210K
. S ..W . mu:uoduum vumamm o ssouatqeaoaey . | maﬂuﬂ. *3151d aATIBITTIEND 1§ aAT3eaIRdWOD)
4 ao.wa,ao vpm —SsouE3istsed  "IA . 3eq m>..nwm=.ﬁm>m.. A h i .
'z . — v B
. ’E Sk L v
L ” . 219430
. . | : "»dﬁ 3TN .
. , . noxd _..n.o : . i 8 - "HZEM awwumm
:e8eanoaug . _ : S mwwmumuo ¥ .wwwm
. . : . | 2 . .
Aﬁ.‘o INnoo vﬂﬂ.umm ' . ., N uwﬁuu 1700 ~sax
, tuoFs oA MF-4nS 3sn . | STV 3370 ¥ €90 T960s35d CIIIA
s ,.4\ .. .].iMOTTOd | . ‘ J ) ! . _
i . “ . - v . u ‘ :
. P uuoaumUHmﬂvo? Y :£q po3ISTSSY
:(sH) :¥1q¢ °8seq ‘adxy - @ , :meuw suod 3ndmo)
: (@9) Tqe SN 909( 2A0ICWT . :wew ¥M3au 3Indmo)
: (Sd11) T®Ad 'SA HEqpIad ‘s _ i | |- : {epou /axyen: anduo)
vo:.uma -A2xd ueyl ssaT; . m :Auf= Suer Indwo)
JK1Tenpea) _ M X :} andwod bay’
. :2a0u 307 ‘ . . . ;8ueT Indwoo JOSIWEN
. . :Aead ‘ueyl 3iouw ON ‘ | . :8uet andwod jo °ON:
o _euT3/3i033d - .. . e - :mexdoid jndwod A
[Of3cAOUU] UO -JUI JFJFOadg °AI . ) o :3aIN3014 Aaewmng . , ~e3edwo) g -mouy -3ndwo) - “III
. N : . ) N . M : . .
A - 6 - - m 1 +
I 4 ) | . M #, .
* :spunzf Jo 822anos 19430 130 -3xg M - =~ L
> . :paafsag 14 TeIoL) . .o | H '
X :93enbapy L i Aud&%Ogg $¥0d ”
. -~ :bope juead uoxxd| . :2WeN 2sano)d :Te301 e eV 13BN ‘s2IS e
) e ‘e :1e3or I aeax i :9sT® oYM :3dwmod .V«oaﬂH ' 309334 ) .
o +35ue3SIssy| . 2 YIUOR - :doo) Yz iyeNEA 160334 |
:owf3 aseaTay ‘22sn 03 ueld . :a01ddy e 13essId ) :303-§-2
y o —TAOUOK . i3s uoym| , - © L3 Tul PY iy <= €N . :JURAPY TATSY [ S
: . ajem 03 UoFsSTI2( . .wﬂnm: @orsTosp did °sSA pul I : ummumuaa vmu.rw G.I.m
sivvsoatrrddy  resodeil Ul .,..umE; " FSA .ﬁrwgm . m F9a4TMONN/ Z80LSTH .H o 1k

2]




: £ . : -t . . s . o0
4 . /,. . v4 "0 he i 4 - 9
. ' A . : . o
T .v . : r'sajony .
k! M - v. . :
- ) _ . , L . . 1undT30BIg 119430
i ,.wum . :3s0) atunl| - N o :fe1d a0 IAPY pEOY
“‘H MMD . 1’81930 ' "wum:uo, . « ;usse:3pa APV OBg
- o .=Mw.m <o. ¢ :owyy 09| .+ . :diejuy 3893 £sd |, | 119430 . ;uomap e :TTeH S$oy¥-nasg
TS L H.mMMWMMMw, ) 3§ B ! : TEUOTIEO0A o :8urzex | 13097 :SI0STAPY JO sodf]
1UnOd-uQT3 w ;ourl -oBg :suetd 8oad npa v *190d :osTp dad :a91d~[qo .
S RN mm o 380D KA . .w50ﬁwﬂﬁmm . , 1913 utr pesn yo9] . L :1n0dus
"I :in3s 191304, < T pels ATul '1831qey Apn3s :313 unoo-n3s 103 I1IBH :Tqo anod juyisy
' : :N3S:-9AY :9WL] SOAES ’ :qoad dos-1ad :SUNO2-N3§ . 1I9A-AUT qns 3s;
:ris 1oyeaM :Ingosn 310K ' :yos 03 3JUITIO0 . tI1aydeay] 1MOTTOd.
. Sures *3sTd  °'IITEND :§ -AEBdWO)D|SUNOD N3IS-SUNOD JO SEBAIV . _ iewl] SUTUTEI] UOTIBOTITPOR
o, + . ' ®B3EQ OATIIENTEAY "A- .. | Wor3jeaouuy uo -juy oI3rvads Al .
" .e ﬂ , 119430 | . . . e A ’ , - ’ y ‘
B ¢ @ o ] -mwm.ﬁ.ﬁoo . .u : ~ ” -
) : ST Hm>mﬁ,umw\EHHm Y < -s1o
) > - p o N . \ . :UO s
LY .um&wm unop 36 sadAy ) :siaded 3TN
,ﬂ ,  :a9dxyg suryasuno) “III / R .: 19AUO0D TEBUOSIdJ
L : — ~ z ~ ) : ' y9SnIJIp 03 S310333
. i ‘ispunjy Jo 'sadanog 13430 . ‘. . . 2 . . wamuu¢ 5/n wwwo.
e 1paagsa(g ) - . X !
. . - 57EnbOpY i :8yo3 TT0D s}
wme JUETH UOXKE ) ) . . uw< J3TA R ®Bled -Siad "IIIA
g. -iTeaol ) ] T, :s19430
. ., 19OUB]ISISSY | . . | imwi03 AF-T i +83uspnis
' . - sawWry mwmmﬁmm ’ . T .. : iTeyp/ueaq o
el L T S| TERR L ape e
. o ~HSAEW 03 ﬁOWwMumn . - - :dTay &TSUNo) . : (3dep) 119D
i 10Hum0ﬂﬁmm¢ Tesodoxg ueid “TIA . < : M3y hﬁumaoum . ITRY)
- . m, . K ) © iqng=-s9y¥/suno) tueaq
s, : 793U9D .UNO) A’ umma. . . 10430 ] . o .*ONI]S PIBMIY  :SSOUSTQEI0AB]
293ud? 3TqEY Apn3s 11§ - :91in3o1g Axewming SUOTUTd() pue S2oUEB3ISTSaY "IA
;a,qm..uama *3Isuy .. . L3p . , o ks
i T _sudos T
193 su S wwm tIoTesuna) JO To2a97T < :Telol - NMe g . "t i3eN feziglT .
.Ho.mwcwwwm:omzewwwuom : 1E92 v :9ST2 OuM :3edwo) -Auul 1309333
101 3o ) YuoR ¢ ydoop 'V EN A . 4K0339
_:10]9Sunod/mlg .:asn o) ueld ° . raoxddy 13ESSTQ 130g-4-2 .
., *iunod 791 Nnas Jo } t3s ‘uauMm “ t3Tur . 'V €1 €N fyueapy-ATad| 0 (OB
. ..uﬁﬂb ::ou woemwﬂm 18uysp GOﬂwﬂumv did sa ‘pul , : uwmumucH IsSItd ‘ummm
. : - -
mwn 3 mamﬂm . 93pamowy/A101STH =

Y U

.HH

;'H




’
L24
s
-
*»
«
.
)
.
~
G
-
o
a
e,
(X]
-
-
. R
E-
3
13

PAruntext provided by eric
v J

o

Appendix, G

-

“

El

~ SECONDARY RECEIVERS TELEPHONE INTERVIEW GUIDE T

- 9
’
&
'
h)
. -
)
) D
o
.
B
[E—
. ~
.
f
%
,
F
f
-

tn

14

.
»
.
a
-
.
o
-
PR
<
s
.
-
-
.
-
3
S
. .

-

.
-
.
)
&
N
°
.
“
.
.
~
A
v
I3

o

-Q

' ’
6 \
’
N
?
.
. .

»
o
o
4
-
*
&
. o
5
]
.
.
v
,
.
.
.



% J B ” .
¢ ' ' .o -7 “
y : : L a2 . p
. B} . - % - . { . T -
s . P " A @ '
- - P _ .
- . . v . 4 > . ' o
) SECONTARY. RECEIVER SURVEY . o
) . ' TELEPHONE INTERVIEW GUIDE ~ - . u
. - . : . \.‘ ' ] 7 . M . . \/
PART I : SR | | | '
L ) “ ‘e T a
1. Hé\}e you heard about (innovation)? o o ST
e - No Q ‘ ) - + CVI “ '. - . (. o R .
v« Yes- .o : i . . . _ i~". -~
2. “When did’ you‘first hear about.it? - o LN
° - ) . A \ - ° -
,Month . «Year © L .
. . .o ' . @ R A, .
[SAME As ORIGINAL QUESTION #3, BELOW. ° - . ’
3. When did ydp first hear-about the innovation(s)? .
) {Month) _ i (Yeai’) » o
. B ) ‘l— ’ -, by N
‘3.  Wheré or from whom did you first hear about it? R @
. \ ’ % -
" * |SAME AS ORIGINAL QUESTION #2, BELOW. .
i PR : . R - e
- |2. _Where or from whom did you first hear about  the inmovation(s)?
, - /_/ The IMPACT brochure from the Exxon Edu'cati'on Foundation
PR /_/ Department Chairman t )
. /_/ Other administrator (e.g., dean, vice<president, etc.)
S /~/ A professional conference or semindro '
A /:/ Journal articles (PLEASE SPECIFY: '
. - - ) »
/7] Colleague in your field (PLEASE TELL US HIS NAME, DEPART-
O a MENT, and INSTITUTION: . o
. ) -1 P i .
. ':7 - = - - )
T /_/ oOther sources (PLEASE SPECIFY: - L :
" R e )
o ’ P
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4, Did you hear anything about this iifiyépion from any other source?

.
. =4

—_—
T ¥

.
*

5. We have recedtly qontacfed ) . . from |
- - ' T

1

’/ -
s who)said that he_ had mentioned this innovat*on to you.
4

’
.

Do you remember this? . ,

VNo' (Go to question 12 if respondent HAS ‘heard of innovation from
. " other source; 8o té ﬁuestion 17 if he/she HAS NOTp)

: . g . . . t
___ _Yes ‘ : b, e . ' :
6. Where: did this occur?

-.r.: ) / - . : - . —‘-’__ .

7. . How often did you discuss this innovation with - ’ ?

>

-

‘8. What did he/she téll you about it?
- R t . - 2

Z .v-

«

9.  Did he/she adopt it himself/herself? _No Yes

.
-

10. Did he/she urge yoﬁ)to adopt this innovation youréelf?

No (Co to quesEion 12).

Yes _ . : ¥ ) ‘.
. ! . ) ) \
11. -What reasons did:he/she’ give you for urging you to adopt this innovation?

L4

&

L
. . -,

12, After hearing about ' _ , did you request any further information
‘from ) , ,the imventoz? -
_____No . : .
Q@ * ’

Yus ~?
) "12a. Wwhat were the mos;,ihportant reasons. that prompted you to
< *  request information on the innovation?

e

“SAME AS:ORIGINAL QUESTION #4a, 4b BELOW. - . T

1

w,~»v..~f SO [LF S

K . 8
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4. Have you requested further infpormation about at least one of the
four IMPACT innovations from Dcna Main, Charles E. Wales, Allen C.
Kelley, or William F. - Brown?

n

[_/ ‘No v
/] Yes =-——- Y :
;. Ta , . _ 4a. (IF YES) Which innovation(s) have you
i -, . i requested information about?
) . : /./ EXPER SIM (Dana Main) o
; | /:/’ Guided Design (Chérles E. Wales) ol
\ = /] TIPS (Allen C. Kelley) ,
] \ i I ‘ " . 4
o, L | /_/ Student-to-Student Counseling -
Lo N g v . (William F. Browm)
\ : V 4b. (IF YES) ™ What- were the most 1mgortant’ -
h\ Teasons Lll\dbl. p.LUUIpL!:u you to Lt:quﬁbl. )
. information about the innovation(s)? - . ' °
‘ - @ - - o .
} - oo .
! g B
_ “ (3)
. '13. We would 11ke to mail quéstionnaires to everyone who already knows

‘ . - .. about the 1nnovat10n(s) ‘and is interested in con31der1ng“use of the

innovatloﬁ(s) To.do this we need your helg. Wlth w?qm‘have;&,ﬁ_ﬂﬁﬂ_ﬁgﬁ_———*—
discussed the fpnovation(s)? .

) 0. - . ' . L?.‘ \
“’,!,,,lia*»Ebii‘ague(s) in your depgrtment or unit? .

e ,A'. )
; i . " / / No ‘ ¢ ) . .
- "© " [T/ Yes ---=»  (IF YES) Who? (PLEASE TELL US HJS NAME) ., e
. EXPER SIM:
li , - Guided Design: K ' . . /]
- - ‘ TIPS:

: o Student-to-Student Couﬁseling:

. e
e e e -

e ¢ imm——— o e
JREFIREE RS ~
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Q . o . -
13b., quleague(s) elsewhere in your institution?

/:] No
1Z] Yes ———->

(IF YES) Who?  (PLEASE TELL US HIS NAME
AND DEPARTMENT)

EXPER SIM:
a Guided Design: - . “
i TIPS: B |
¢ * B
V —
ot Studedit-to-Student Counseling:
L] LS

£ A
N

13c. colleague(s) in other institutions?
/-] No S : ‘
/7] Yes -——--» . (IF YES) Who? (PLEASE TELL US HIS NAME,
' DEPARTMENT, AND INSTITGTION) o

EXPER SIM: . A |
11

& w
i 23

——— Guided Designv ) .
. ) ‘ = < i

A

. T . : Student-to-Student’ Counseling:

K

o

NOTE: OQUESTION #13 APPEARED ORLGINALLY AS QUESTION #5 IN THE REQUESTOR SURVEY.
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PART II* ‘
1. Did‘you adopt . - yourself?
» - No . : "o © !
., Yes o
; o . ~ &
| . 2. When did you start using the innovation?
. ' _ :
o “Month Yedr ' . i
3a. Do you have specific plans to adopt " - during the academic
year 1975-19767 :
) No
Yes ‘ ' ) .

3b. What are the most important reasons for NOT adopting

T . -

GgUESTION #1, 3a, AND 3b ARE SAME AS ORIGINAL QUESTION II-1, SEE COLORED SHEETS.
. . .
v - @
°' \
%
*Note: All questions in Part II ske in t -

i questionnaire, with the exception of question #2.

@
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II. Now we want to ask you about EXPER SIM--a system for teaching research
design through computer similation--developed by Dana Main at the
University of Michigan. , .

) _ . ’ . ® ' .
o 1. Have you adopted (that is, actually used) EXPER SIM?
/] Yes . 5
IZ/ o 3 | - o , oo

’ _ ~(IF N0) Do you have specific plans to adopt

% o ; EXPER SIM during the academic year 1974-75?
é L - ! /_/ No _
| o 7 ves S o
i ‘ , * 1b. (IF NO) What are the most, important reasons
“for not adopting EXPER SIM?
h/_j Unavailability of trained personnel (e.g., .

L . teaching assistant, computer programmer,
‘ gtc.),to implement *

[/ Unavailability of funds to adopt )
- ' /:y Lack of support from administrators -

= : _ » /] overly time-consuming or lack, of release

. Ce N time ~ -
[~/ Does not fit the subject matter of your
i course(s) \ ®
- « ) ’ /:] Your computer is not.appropriate
> . il:y Lack of transferable computer programs
¥ . . T | /~/ Your doubts about the uséfulness of com-

» puter—related instructional approach
: r /:y Students' attitudes toward computer-use

/7/ other (PLEASE SPECIFY: : |

3

2. Have you used a computer for--
2a. Research purposes '

» I/ Yo
/] Yes

[} Wo
/] Yes .
3. Do ydu have any suggestions for strategies to facilitate the implemen-
tation of EXPER SIM? “

.
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[3

/-] Yes o
/21 Wo -—-3, . :

od

£ oa

u-

-
IS

Noy we.want to ask you about Guided De51gn—~a teaching method com-
bining principles of programmed instruction with open—ended problem—
~_solving——developed by Charles E. Wales at West Virginia’ Unlver51ty.

1.’ Rave. you adopted (that is, actually used) Guided Design?

.

la. (IF NO) Do you have specific.plans to adopt
Guided Design during che academic. year 1974~ 757

i
I /] Yo .

i : . .

Y: / / Yes . ' : R
1 (IF NO) What are the most important neasons

for not adopting Guided Design?

/] Unavailability of trained personnel (e.g.,
teaching assistant, etc.) to implement

[:/ Unavallablllty of funds to adopt ,

[:] Lack of support ‘rom administrators

?

. [/ ovérly time-cénsuming or lack of - release .
time _

" /_/ Does not fit the subject matter of your

- course(s) o
[~/ Unavailability of: approprlate teaching
materials . . e

/_/ oOther (PLEASE SPECIFY: . __ P

4

)

2. Dd you have any suggestions for strategies to fac1litate the im-
plementation of Guided Design? . B P

2B,




9 B :
) , .
- IT. Now we want to ask you about TIPS~-d diagnostic tool to individualize
instruction in the large class——developed by Allen C. Kelley at Duke
- University. ) i . B 4 -
K 1. Have you adopted (that 1s, actually used) TlPS?= '
/] Yes . .
, : /_} No Y . ° ' .
P - _ ’ la. (IF NO) Do yoﬁ have specific plans to adopt
: t TIPS during the academic year 1974-75?
| | /] No | | - A
E ) \‘, [~/ Yes

1b. (IF NO) What are the most 1mportant reasons
for not adopting TIPS? -

.‘[_/ Unavailability of trained personnel (e.g.,
. teaching assietant, ‘computer programmer,
— etc.) to 1mplement

// Unavailability\of funds to adopt

%7 P . _ /_/ Lack of support from administrators ‘ R
° . /_/ Overly time-consuming or lack of release
. : ‘ . ’ time .
) o /_/  Does not fit the spbject matter of your -
' . - course(s) N .
Fd P A ”
!/ 4Your computer is not appropriate },M‘L D
- ‘ . : - : /:y Lack of transﬁerable ‘computer program
3 - o - . /_/ Your doubts aboyt the ability of multiple-
’ ’ v ) ' choice questions to measure your course »
o "~ content . S L
. . /D] othef (PLEASE SPECIFY: _ .
- : ) 2 | | - -, . » »
3 . L)
- 2. What students do you think need the most help from a college teacher?
. ) ‘ ' / / .Students with top grades . ',.”,~”-“~————fﬂ~—*4—*—‘
: s _f”‘kverﬁge—§fﬁaents_ T ' ) B

/_/ sStudents with poor grades

3. Do you think that TIPS would enable you to reach this group’
/ / No. . ‘ _
/_j Yes, v ' o .

(OVER)

- -




3

N
ST ) ' .
“Have you used a computer for--

L]

4a. Research purposes
© [/ Yo
/-] Yes

°

4b., Teaching purﬁosés
/-] No R
/ / Yes
5. - Do you have any suggestions'for{strategies to facilitate the

implementation’ < , , .

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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II. Now we want to ask you some questions about Student-to-Student
‘Counseling--a systematic approach tb training students as academic
counselors--developed by William F. Brown at Southwest Texas State

. University. S ¢

1. Have you adoptgd'(that is, actually uséd) Student-to-Student

Counseling? ‘ .
/] Yes Y
/:/ = No. f--—-w ) ) - ’
. - la. (IF NO) Do you have specific plans'to adopt

Student-to-Student Counseling during the aca- -

i
> :: ‘demic yea: 1974-75?
AR | '
v /) Yes. S : .
e 1b. (IF NO) What are the most important reasons ‘
. for not~adepting Student-to-Student Counseling?
" /_/ Unavailability of trained personnel (e.g.,
counseling assistart, etc.) to implement ¢
/_/ Unavailability of’ funds to adopt
& _ /_/ Lack of support from administrators -«
- /- Overly time-consuming' or lack of release
R ' time . o . _
- /_/ Your doubte about the effectiveness of ;. .

- students as counselors

/_/ Other (PLEASE SPECIFY: __

P o i —
- )
.
i

\; . 3 a
2. About how many *students have received counseling services through your
unit during the academic year 1973-747 . ' J

123

‘_s_mdenr.s—,._,._ﬂ__—n-—-—__,_____'./<
) ___’_____‘_____;._,..-,..;., - = - ‘ . . R
‘3. How .many years of college-level counseling experience have you had?
. M ‘ - " R '
years 4 .
4., Do you have any suggestions for strategies to facilitate the im- o

plementation of 5§udentrto—8tqdent Counseling?

~ .

< 4

309
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III* Finally, we would like to ask you something about yourself and your
* institution; this’ information will be held in confidence. -

_ 1. ﬁhat is your highest completed degree? . . .
' /_/ Bachélors - | I

. I/ Master's -

°

[:]" Specialist, or Maétér's plus about 30 credits’

™

/_/ Doctorate
°‘22’ what 1s'your academic field of spaCialization?

. €

-

3. What is your academic rank? (CHECK MORE THAN ONE, IF AfPLICABLE)

/_/. Instructor -
/| Assistant profes;or' .
/_/ Associate professor . o : Y
[~/ - Professor

'j" o o /_/ Department chairman

E ° , [:/ Administrator (e.g., vice-president, dean, director of
‘ : ‘ counseling center, etc.);(PLEASE"SPECIFY: ;

)

[:75 Professional staff (e.g., grént;coordinafor, counselor, etc.)
(PLEASE SPECIFY: ‘ o -

-
.

: v

/-/ Other title (PLEASE SPECIEY:

. . ’ . '):,__.__-——————‘-""—"__’

<

4. How many years have you been at your present institution?

.

. ) years
5. Did you teach at least one course during the past academic year,
R \ 1973-747 . - ' -
A _ o .
. B /_/ Yo ) v p
\\\\\\ ‘ /] Yes ~="y ) o ’ v

; " v 5a. (IF YES) What was the.enrollment in the lérgest,
; A \\\\\ _ R class that you-taught? - - : ’

I N "N | Co. i
] \\\\\\' : [ U . Students '

) " ‘ : . ' . . - . ‘ . ’ ) . .

: . *Note: All\ahggtioﬁs in Part III were askéd as in the Phase I requestor .
] - questionnaire. ' ° : '

310 o




o " 5.  (continued) v o
- 5b.  (IF YES) Did you use.any of the following
techniques in this course?

e o /:7 No /:] Yes Instructional TV and/Fr
. v1deotape Cf
. . /_/ No [/ Yes Overhead projector : ;

'/:? No /:f Yes Simulation, inmstructional
. games, and/or role-playing

/:] No /:y Yes Contract grading

;/:] No - /:]‘ Yes Computer-assisted 1nstruc— o
- tion :
T : /] Na '/:] Yes Programmed instruction and/ ,

. ‘ . - ‘or other printed self-
) 1nstruct10nal materials

g “ .l No [/ Yes $mall group discussion
6. What is your sex? , . .
‘ /7] Male: . :
./:/ Female -
, 7. ‘What is your age?’ ‘_ . ' . ) - .
-7 B o years v .

8. What relative welght is.given to effective teaching, versus research
and publication, when a faculty member in your unit (such as a de-
partment) is considered for a promotlon or -a raise? n ' .
PLEASE DISTRIBUTE 100 POINTS BETWEEN THESE TWO ALTERNATIVES, DIS—
REGARDING COMMUNITY SERVICE' AND OTHER RESPONSIBILITIES:

v .- M—_
: 7 Teachlng . IRV

e e

. % Research and publication

J'9..,Would yeu like to rece€ive a summary of the results of this investi-

ulText Provided by ERIC 4

gation?
/:/ »:NO’ ~ . -
. . f Yes ———-g) _ - .4
' ‘ - .9a. (IF YES) Please give your name and mailing
. address: . e
. o n I e
. A
) | q§1J13 .
) . Name: e

. ° Mailing Address:

6 ) -
' . THANKAYOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COOPERATION. e

EKC : T . 311 T




