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Preface

The "Trouble Shooting" Checklist for Higher-Educational Settings is one

‘of two instruments designed to medsure an organization's potential for success-

fully adopting and implementing‘educational innovations. - In particular, the
instrument focuses on a department's organizational climate, staff, communi-
cation patterns, innovative experience and students. Another form of the TSC
focuses on similar characteristics of elementary and secondary schools (The
"Troublé Shooting' Checklist for School-Based Settings). :

)

Research in the area of innovation adoption has primarily focused on three
‘major areas: the adoption-diffusion process; characteristics of innovations

which make an innovation easily adepted; and, identifying characteristics of
orpanizations in terms of "innovativeness.' This instrument primarily takes

“alvantage of literature in the last category and attempts to tie it in with the
‘real-world experience of change agents. By.identifying institutions which are

not in a sufficient state of readiness to adopt innovations, the TSC can save
potentially wasted. time, effort and money. *As the development of new educa-
tional products and. processes 1is becoming increasingly centralized, the number
of prog%ams ready for adoption is rapidly increasing. Many institutions are

_seeking grants to adopt and implement these innovations without being °

sufficiently prepared to use the materials as the developer intended. The TSC
should be useful for both change agents and in-house personnel in identifying
strengths and weaknesses of an organization in relation tp the adoption of
innovations. ’ : - ’ )

The first form of the TSC (Manning, 1973) was innovation-specific and
focused onlv on higher-educational institutions. - Subsequently, there have been
three experimental, innovation-free forms of bothVthe’higher—educational and
school-based TSC's. 120 institutions have been rated on the. various experi- .
mental forms of the TSC. These experimental. forms have resulted in the present

two final forms. Since these forms have not been used in experimental or field

studies the author invites others to use the TSC in research and development
activities.

The development of these instruments was funded through the National
Institute of Education, the ProqeduresVfor,Adopting'Educational Innovations/
CBAM Project at the Research and Development Center for Teacher Education,
The University of Texas, Austin, Texas. In particular, I want to thank

,ane Hall, the project director, for his support, and Ron Fox, Archie George,

Sue Loucks, Beulah Newlove, Eddie Parker, Bill Rutherford, and all .of the-
individuals who participated in the data .colléttion. I want to ‘especially

thank Donna Buntain who has not only contributed her skills and expertise
throughout the entire developmental period, but has provided me with invaluable

encouragement and support.

‘Brad A. Manning
June, 1976
Austin, Texas .
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General Description of the TSEC

The "Trouble Shooting”‘Checklists (TSC's) have been developed to assist

educational change agents, and faculty and administrators concerned with change,
~in»their assessment'of organizational variables predictive of an institution's

potential for successfully adopting innovations.. Two final forms'of'the TSC

are now existant: .the TSC for school based settings (K - 12th grades), and

the TSC for higher-educational se:tings (university and college level). This . -
manual focuses on the higher-educational TSC, while.another manual- is available'

The TSC is a diagnostic and predictive instrument -designed to aid users in

for the school-based TSC (see Manning,vi976).

estimating the effects of particular variables on the adoption/diffusion pro-

cess. That is, the TSC provides users with a means of systematicaily organizing

dcscrlptLVL 1ntormat10n in a pred1ct1ve way. Because the TSC is broken into:
e

five s\nles, a proLlle emerges, 1nd1cat1ng partlcular strengths and weaknesses

within a department (with respect to the adoption process).

Scales ‘

. The TSC consists of 100 Likert-type items which can be broken into the

following five scales: .. o (

[. Organizational Climate: This scale focuses on the organizational
climate within the department. In particular, this scale is eoncern-
ed with the power system within the department, the kind of behav1ors
that are reinforced, organizational values and norms, and "openness"
of the department. e
Or"an17at10nal Staff: This scale focuses on personality and léader-
ship characteristics of faculty and administrators as they-are related
to the successful adoptlon of innovations. In particular, this cate-
gory is concerned with interactions between faculty members, between
administrators, and between faculty and administrators. In addition,
this category seeks to° 1dent1fy attitudes and interests of the faoulty
and adm1n1strat10n as they are related to innovation. '

. - i
VCommunlcatlons This scale focuses on the communication process asso-
ciated with successful adoptlon and 1mplementatlon of hnnovatlons. '

6
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- ’ Particular émphasis is placed on the degree to which information exchange -
is superficial, restricted, or productive. 'In addition, this”category
attempts to define the quality of communication between change agents
(both 1nternal and external) and the department. . \

IV. “Innovative Experlence. This scale focuses on the expertise and degree
" of. sophistication that an ihstitution has had with the adoption and im-
plementation of innovations. Special concern is placed on such factors
as the degrees’ of awareness of basic information about innovations, and
indications from the faculty that they  have some idea how to integrate
o an innovation into their teaching.e :

V.‘ Students: This scale focuses on characteristics of students which. can
affect the adoptlon—lmplementatlon process. In assessing these charac-
terlstlcs, students' attiutdes towards. the faculty, and their course
work-are considered to be crucial, as well as-student. enthusiasm, stu-

‘\>denL 1nteract10n with' peers and faculty, and student 1nd1v1dua11ty. -

L

. - ’ . . - . ‘ :
Theoretical Framework and Origin : _ ' -

The ”Trqnble Shooting" Checklists~have been developed in conjunction,with a
project which haa\as its theoretical,framework the-Canerns—BaseavAdoption Mndel
(Hall, 1974; éall; Wallaqe & Dossett, 1973). . In brief,~the Concenns—Based |
Adnption ﬁodel (CBAM) foeuses on an individual!s'Stages of Concern about, and N
Levels of Use of, an innovation. The ordering of concerns and nse are postnlated

to be progressively more sophisticated throughout the adoption—implenentation

process. The relationship of the TSC to the Concerns-Based Adoption Model is
based on the assumption that in order. for Stages of Concefn and Levels of Usey

to develop progre881vely through the adoptlon 1mplementat10n process, an insti- -

tution must meet certain condltlons and be in an approprlate state of read1ness.

The TSC'is-designed-to:aid'in predicting and diagnoSing an institutiOn s state of

readiness.

. Uses and Procedures of Administration . E s

H
i

Uses of the TSC. The TSC has several major purposes. First,.the TSC in- -
tends to provide an overall norm-referenced, predictive score which estimates

_the likelihood of a departmentlto sueeeesfully adopt'and implement an innovatior'.

-

-
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‘Secondly, the TSC dntends to provide a five scale diagnostic:profile wh1ch fo-

cuses on the strengths and weaknesses of a department s env1ronment in relatlon

to the adoption and implementatidh;e{yjhnovations. ‘ .
" . .o o o . : ’ . -
'Within the context of being both a predictive and diagnostic instrument,

the TSC may be used by several population groups for several‘difﬁerentspurposes:

1. Change agents (either internal or external) may use the TSC as a pre-
dictive tool to identify‘institutions which would be most likely to <
adopt an innovation successfully. Siich use of the TS8C could assist® °

. a change agent or funding agency in determining whether commitments
of time and money would be worthwhlle in particular departmental set—
tings.

2. Change agents (e1ther internal or external) may use the{ﬁSC as a
diagnostic tool to obtain information that would help in plann1ng in- )
tervention strutegies appropriate to a particular department. For . =~ -
example, if a department scored partlcuarly loy on.one scale, a change
agent could plan interventions which would strengthen the department's - |,
part1cular weakness {(e.g., establish new ‘communication networks, etc.).
. T . .
° 3. Adminstrators and faculty 1nterested in change may use the TSC to iden- ¢
tify problem areas within their department. If a department is con- -
sidering. the adoption of a new program, members could use the TSC
. to self-evaluate the department and identify strengths and weaknesses
- which would effect the adoption process..

‘4. Several members of a ‘department may complete the TSC in order to iden-
" tify differences in their.perceptions of: ‘the department.  Such evalua-
tion could-be catalytic to discussions of problem areas and differences
of perceptlon w1th1n the department. -
5.7 Educators may use the TSC as an instructional tool to teach change -
agents or students interested in change, to 1dent1fy key organlzatlonal
-var1ables which affect the adoption process.

6. Research organizations may fise the TSC to 1dent1fy h1ghly innovative
or noninnovative departments for pilot testing of new programs, in
‘korder to measure the effects of the program in varied sett1ngs.

Limitations on use. Users should keep in mind that the TSC iS‘a new in-

strument. While the TSC does have reliability, some indications of validity and

norms based on a limited sample, the TSC has not been used extensively in either

[

experimental or field studies. Therefore, the developer cautions users not tor ' -

rely solely on TSC scores for decision maklng

Administration‘of the TSC. The TSC is eas1ly completed and hand scored

8
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people, both receptive and unreceptive, of varying influence in the organization,

(see scoring section). The respondent is simply reqﬁired to respond ‘to. each v

descriptive statement on a 1 - 5 scale (ranging from "very typical® to "very

o
-

atypical). In addition, the respondent may use either an "NA"&Br_

\ v .

dicqte if an item is Not épplicable to the particular institution (NA), or

"?" to in-

bigfs/he‘does not shave the qecessafy_info;magion (?)T' If.a'réspdhdent uses a.
%%E".for a response, s/he_shbuld'tty to«obtain_fhe needed information before
‘scoring the.;nstrumeﬁt.' Time reéuired Eq complete: the insﬁrument, after an
individual has famil;érized_him/hersélf.with an institition, istestimatedf;osi

be 20 - 30 minutes. Scoring is estimated to take 15 minutes.
- - . . X . B & .

"Members of an organization should be able to complete most items based on
their knowledge of'the:institgtion.‘ External change agénts should first study
the instrument in order to become completely familiar with the infbrma&ion're—'

quired'to Completé the form, and then-Spend a few days meeting with and.interv

_viewing various members of the organization in order to obtain the necessary

Information. The author urges:that interviews be conducted with a.variety of

o
in order to obtain the most complete impression of the institution. I8 such
interviews, students should not be neglected.‘\Théy can be a valuable source of

information. Q e T

4.
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., Technical Development of the TSC ... T

Origin of"fthe 7S¢ g " e e

a g . .
. I3 3} o . s
" perienced change -agents wh® Wrote sentence and paragraph responses to the ques+

N \« . -

The early development of the TSC for ngher—Educatlonal Sett1ngs has been

3

'documented in detail in Mannlng (1973) and two AERA papers (Mannlng, l974 Man—

n1ng, 1975) In brief the TSC ‘was f1rst dﬁveloped as a survey- form (TSQ -
b -
”Trouble Shooting” Questionnaire), which was used to collect the 1nformation

& -

o —

’ upon which the present TSC is based ‘The TSQ was a tweniy—nlne page open- ended*

questionnaire which was completed-by six change agents.' The questlonnalre was,

.t

[+ ) ~
1nnovation—specific, focus1ng only on 1nst1tutions adoptlng modules and personal

- .
N

assessment feedback (PAF). ]kladdition;"theaquest10nna1re was brpken,into ideal,

. marginal and unacceptahle question areas. The g'iestionnaire was given to ex--

tions. These responses were then synthesized to make them as succinct,as\pos-i
. > _ ) : b

sible without-losing descriptive information. Items were also sorted into

‘natural groupings within each question:area._ The initial draft of the TSC'

L 4 .
(Checklist) form, thus, cons1sted of two 1nnovat10n\“pec1f1c Instruments, the

-

TSC-A and TSC-B: (one 1nstrumentfor1nst1tut10ns adoptlng modules and one. for

Lnstitutdons adopting PAF) Each instrument had five informationga;eas'.

correspond{ne to the natural group1ngs which had emerged. Iﬁ’addition, items

were assigned score values of 2, l and 0 for 1tems wh1ch had beén generated

. from the ideal marginal'and unacceptable quesﬁion areas on~the Tsq.

'
‘

The firstuinnovation—free form of the TSC for'higher—educational'settings

was based on the TSC-A, TSC4B'and a literature search. The first step'was to

) eliminate or modlfy all 1tems ‘in the TSC—A and TSC-B wh1ch specifically referred

F Y
to modules, counseling -or assessment batter1es, as well as- items which had any
1nnovation—spec1f1c referrent. The rema1n1ng items were then pooled to form the

new iastrument. In addltion, some items were added based on the llterature

©

i0

~

/
/

/

st
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educatignal 1nstitutions consisted of 495 1tems.class1fied as describing inno—

vative, marginal or unacceptable organizational characteristics (165 items of o
“each kind). THese 495 items were organized 1nto 16 subscales 1n 5 maJor scales,

b

and occupied 39 pages; All subscales Were,forced—choice requiring that l/3'of

the items in any one Scale'be‘selectedl , R
. : N . ' o ~
5 This first experimental %nnovation—free form of the TSC for ‘higher- educa— .

»

© tional settings was distributed t a small natior—wide sample of change agents
. B -~ . ~:- > B
b 3
who were asked to complete the TSC, ‘and to critique and gnt upon it i detail.
. A > , .~ S
In such a wa>, it was possible to obLain datailed résponses from a representa—

2

-

tive sample of would be users in addition to obtaining data necessary for the first///

e P
item analysis. A synthesis of the critiques was compiled and remedial actiens
, . .
'Qutl_i‘ned‘. . . C : T e L. K L X
/ ‘ . . R ) - .n. ‘ - . » . L; . A
Based on this sampling procedure, it was decided to narrow the instrument -
to 100 1tems formatted in a S—point Likert- type scale~ ConseQUently, all margipal
' . (
. 1tems were removed except those which correlated highly in the~f1na1 analys1s
after hav1ng been re- classified as ideal or unacceptable based .on one of the

T . f—

analyses. . o C ? . '

S UL - B
Initial Item Analysis , S ' -

\ o ’ M ’)‘/‘ ) . ‘
= A series of item analyses werecomnletedcn this first 495 item experimental

, form of the,higher—educational, innoyation—free TSC. Information,
'-\ . . ’ : ’ . -, -
‘ on these analees is available in Manning (l975).

\

lSO items were selected on the basis of these analyses, and comprised the

second experimental form of the higher—educational TSC, These psychometrically\

7/ . -

sound items were also examined in terms of the, detailed comments made by change

agents who had completed the checklist. Bome 1tems were then rewritten ‘for

o

greater clarity.. , , v 1“1

s . o ‘ : T .
. . . : -
L4

search This first experimental innovation—free fbrm of the Tsc ' for higher¥m . '{<
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In sum; the second experimental form of.the;higher—educational TSC cbdsisted

of theﬁhigheot correlating 150 items dfawn from an original pool of 495 inno- o
/ .

- a’vvation--free items (which in turn, were based on the TSC-A and TSC-B). Because

1 y- - . N

the format of the TSC was changed to Likert type scaling, the 150° items were
drawn primarily from ideally and unacceptably classified items (only a few

13
b

. marinally classified items were retained); These. 150 items'could be broken
into the following five scales (subscales wereeliminated since the number of

items was’reduced): organizational climate; organizational staff; communications;

:

B
v
-

- innovative experience, and, students.

&

D : This second experimental form of tie higher—educational TSC was submitted to

Ll . s

organizational.development'specialists i_ order to obtain suggestionswfor modi-

N

: : fication of individual items. After final‘revisions weregcdmpleted the third

experimental formof the higheréeducational TSC: emerged. Because of the re-writing

e ’ . E . *

o

e +of items and the change in format, the higher—educational TSC underwent another '
f‘ " u', series of 1tem analyses before being\finalazed into its present form.‘ The
- f’.};‘ & . ~ o '

K \‘ second series of analyses were used ‘to narrow the numberbf items down to 100.
R , .

The analysés which weére conducted are described below. | o

13

: . - o, T Y. . A .. . v o ’ . \ T
. \) . ] o v . » s . :‘ ' ‘ ’. ‘ | . ." . - .
(J : Findl Item Analysis * o e S o o T

: L rTRE - - . - . . _ - ) ) )
3 % 3 "éi Forty—seven higher educational personnel were asked to anonymously complete

r -

L ‘the/;hird experimental fOrm of the higher educational TSC Only 30 TSC siwere

ADiQ? ' returned in time to be incluaed in the data base for the final item analysis.

. . ) >
. . . .
/(i\ ) . S .
. . . . .

ST The first analysisxfocused on the following question: do items assigned to

-

5 . - N . R . ‘. . . .

! . © ! ] e . . . . . . . K
© one ofthe.two.groups of items (items describigglinnovatiVﬂ institutions, and’

’ . »

- o . : .
?”. : items describivg noninnoyative institutions) belong/With cheir respective groups7
. -
?‘,;’ This analysis consistéd(qacorrelations betweeﬁ'each item and the total score
© A g-“. - O ,'
v _-' for each group of items (see Table 1) The ,alpha coefficients for the two groups

, of items were as follows. items classified as‘innovatiVe-a = .96; items classified

. . : . . .
. : . : . . [
+ N a T e B :
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as noninnovative a = .96; and, total u = .98.

The second analysis focused on whether or not items were internally con-

sistent within each of the five scales. This analysis consisted of correlations -’

between each item'and each of the total scale scores (see Table 2). One result

¢

xS

of this analys1s was that the scales demonstrated a lack of independence. These

results indicate that institutions which rate highly in one scale are likely to
- rate highly.in other scales as well.

- _ ’ mThe final analysis, like the second analys1s, focused on whether or not

1 \

1tems were internally consistent within each scale and: within tke entire instru—'

ment (see Tabl& 3). This analySis resulted in. correlations, of ea h\item With :

the total score’ of the instrument and w1th its total scale-scores. The alpha

I -

'are presented in the

'table below.

- .t N

[ , Scale number Items in scale Alpha | —
> . . <
- 1 . 30 - 90 - |

2 - 30 ' .91
3. ¢ 30° g 94

4 30 ' .93

. 5 30 290 v y
o Total 150 .98 ' W

.Item Selection

£
bl
pef [

v

final lOO TSC items.

Rtd

The analyses descr1bed above provided the baSis for the selection‘of the

The)selection procedure requiredfthe compilation of a

.;detailed summary of the ana]yses coﬂtaining each item folloWed by correlations

* on each analys1s.

o

<«

In suchva way, the results of all analyses could be reViewed

at once, in order to determine which items correlated highest across the analyses.

. * \

In addition' items were‘examined in terms of content. When several lndLVldualS

. .
failed to respond to a particular item, the item was examined to determ1ne if

et T 13

Exd
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total scores. The alphas for the final 100 TSC items are

it required information that was difficult to obtgin, or whether the item re-

>
e

qﬁi%ed information which was easily obtainable, -but unknown to the respondent.
In addition, particularly in borderline qaées, the content of items was also

considered in order to insure that a full range of variables would be repre-

" sented within each scale.

The final 100 items were then re-analyzed for new alpha coefficients in

" order to determine the reliability coefficients. for the final five scales and

presented in the

4] .

table Eélow:

. Scale Number Items in scale 'Alphé
.r:n. ’~' . ‘ . »
. 1 19 .89 )

, 2 22 ¢ .93
) 3 i 19 .94
~ 4 22 .96 . :

5 18 - .91 - .
) Total 100 98 | . '
) -~ 14
o .




Format and Scoring

Foiteat
The TSC consists of 100 descriptive statements. These statements are ran-

. domly arranged, and can'be broken into the following five scales:

Scale I: OUrganizational Climate
(Items in this scale describe the work climate and organizational -
structures of both the department and the institution as a whole.)

Scale II: Organization Staff :
(Items in this scale describe personallty and leadershlp styles
of faculty and administrators within the department.).

Scale III: Communlcatlon
(Items in this scale describe communications both w1th1n the
department and within the institution as a whole. 5 J

voa i e e

Scale IV: Innovative Experlence
(Items in this ‘scale describe a department's experience with
innovations and attitudes toward innovation.)

r ,? .
Scale V: Students . :
- (Items in this’ scale descrlbe student bebav1or, attltudes, and
demographic characterlstlcs )
Each item is to be rated on a five point'scale ranging from "very typical"

to "very atypical." A "?" may be used when oné doesn't have enough information

to respond to an item; and the symbol "NA" may be used when a. statement is not
applicable to a particular department. TheainsErUment provides five scale

scores in addltlon to a toval score.

§éoring,
Scoring of the TSC can be done"by hand and reqﬁirés approkimately 15 minutes.

o As explained. in detail below, all items which describe noninnovative organiza-

3
-

. tiongl characterisrics_must be reverse keyed -before the scores are summed. Scores

are.then added for each scale and for the toralaiﬁstrument. ‘Those respondents

_who have ChoseQWthuse the symbols "NA" and "?7" should refer to the.Score adjust-

ment formula which provides -a-formula for equalizing’the scores of TSC's in o i

,
e

"which these symbols were used, with the scores fof TSC's in which thése symbols

[SRJ!:‘ - | . P n | , f]-ESi - .: | —;.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




11

were not used.

Reverse key- scoring. The item numbers listed below are reverse keyed,

.and should have their rating values adjusted im the following manner:

Reverse ©
Ttem score
response . value
5 . = 1
4 = 2
3 = 3 (reverse keyed items rated 3 should
not "be changed)
2 = 4
1 = 5
U N K el e e e e A ﬂ,'.,v..,.NA = . 0 .._-,,,_., .- R

" For example, if ycu have marked one of the follow1ng items a "1," it should be

changed to a "5" for scoring bufposes, if you have marked one of the follOW1ng

items a "4," it should be changed to a "2" for scoring purposes. The follow1ng

™
B

~

items should be reverse keyed:

13 30 43 55 67 . 8L 96

[ - . ; - -

1 . o .
3 18" 31- 44 57 .68 85 97
T4 22 32 .. 46 60 73 86. 100 :
5 24 33 47 61 75 - 87 g : P
.6 27 34 48 64 76 91 . '
« 7 28 36 .° 51 65 78 . 92
N .oe 1 29- 37 52 " ¢ 66 80 93

Scales. In order to derive each scale score, add ‘the. ratings for. the

'—-—_Azespectlve item numbers llSted below (the symbgls " and "NA” should be a331gn—

ed '0 score values) . ' o B S

Q

"Scale I: _ 12 30 52 70 84
” E ~ 15 33, 58 78 89 5 @ | ,
23 36 62 79 .92 g
27 51 66 80 o .

Scale IL: . 32 45 59 . 72
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Scale III: 7 38 57 - 82 96
’ 17 39 64 83 97
20 &2 65 85 100

343 69 . 87
Scale IV: 3 16, 41 74 98
e 6 19 46 75 99
9 22 50 76 '

11 24 68 93

13 34 72 94
Scale V: 1 18 49 77 90
2 21 .55 81 91

10 - 25 56 . 86

e

14 26 67 . 88

Deriving total score. After the item ratings have been “changed ag%des—

cribed above, add all ratings to the left of items for the fotal score.

Score adjustment formula. If you have chdseh\to respond to items with

~ the ‘'symbols "?" or "NA," it is necessary to use ﬁhe'folldwing score adjuétment
forﬁuia. The score édjﬁstment formula equalizeé the scopeé of TSC's in‘whiEh.
these'gymbols have beén”psed,.and—the scores of TSC's in which thesé symbols

“have not B;en>used. This formula a;suhés fhatvﬁhe items'feceiving.aqnumerical

" response are representative of the entire-scale content. All items rated "NA"

‘Qé "?" receive a scpre value of 0 in this formula.

4

_ computed score ' B \
o . . for scale ' T . - J
X "Number of itéms in scale

_number of items not-

marked with.a "?" or

a "NA" on scale <

'

<.

. For example, in order tp scpre,Scéle I, first reverse ksz’itéms as'explainéd

Ctign

above. After reverse keying phe,iteﬁs,»add up the total score (giving and

"NA" s storingvvaiue of 0). 1If an individual has two "21g," two "NA'S" (all
. ! ) v ) 'f ‘ N ’ - » . . . )
of which count as'_Qéltowafds the total score), five "2's,"-and ten "3's," the

et

formula -would bencomPleFéé;é§n§SEEEY§imAA

. e
1

&
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~Actual ]
computed score . . . 40
_forsecale =~ . ___ - x 19 (Number of 20y 19= 51
Number of items not i © ) . _ 15
. ot : items 1in
marked with "?" or . - 15 scale)
""NA" on scale
.The" score for Scéle I is therefore 51.
Likewise;~ehé score adjustmen;‘formula7f6£hthegtotalwseépéAisgasgfollows:rmew—f?
.'Actﬁél;computed . - . : “
score for entire TSC X Number of items in TSC.

c Number of items not - : (100)
,marked with a '"?" or :
"NA" on entire TSC

.For example, if an individual rates an institution using five "2'g," five "NA's,"

rating five items with a value of "1," ten items with é'valuekof'"Z,"\twenty~
five itgms with a value of "3," twenty-five items with a value of~"4;"\and’
* twenty-five items with a value of "5," the formula would be computed as follows
- (reverse keying the .items): ; .,
325 S . ‘ o :
—_— X 100 = . 361 - ' \\
90 ~
A
¥ i
o~ N . \\ .
: 3 ,
- A ., e
a . -
o .
. 18 ‘
- - » |
\
(&) ’ o ‘ : S . . U
) - IS b o v il i = e < & _..._'._,_7,_‘. SO . .i._ — &: ,,_,..V.___...‘—__:‘,A..-_ e
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“ L Indicatidns of Validity - ) . : ]

Due to limited resources at this time, a full scale study of validity has
not been possible. However, some indications of validity‘are available. Durirg

‘2% the item analysis study, respondents were asked to complete a subJectlve rating

“form (see Appendlx A)‘on'the.same institution which.was rated on the TSC. On

o

this form, respondents were asked to indicate their subjective assessment of the
institution's potential for;suceessfully adopting educational innovations.  On

a scale of 1;: 4 (1 indicating no potential for innovation, and 4 indicating

- . we.._excellent ‘potential for innovation), -respendents-were asked to- provideam overali "
rating and 5 scale ratings. Eadhgespdndent'ssubjective.ratings were then cor- :

h,relatedawith his/her TSC scores. These relationships were analyZed using a multi-

trait-multimethod matrix (Campbell & Fiske, 1959), and examined.in terms of con-
, » ' 2 .- ) v <
vergent and discriminant validity in order to explore the possiblity of any

9

indications of vakidity. - . : ' ‘ - )

-

- In order to establish convergent validity, there must be a significant cor-

relation between two different measures of the:same trait. Discriminant validity

’
-

requires that: ° - _ - _ , - . ‘ @

The correlations between ‘two different methods measuyring the .
- same trait exceed-(a) the correlations. obta1ned between that )
trait and any other trait not having method in common and ’ o
(b) the correlations between different traits which happen ! R
. " to employ the same method. Variance among test scores can
> . be due to method and/or trait factors. The multitrait-multi-
method matrix presents all the 1ntercorre1at10ns which result
when selected traits are- measured by two or more methods
'(Borlch & Bauman, 1972 p. 1031).

. Becayse the subjective ratings were.made by the same‘pers0n who -completed

e . . . '
. -

the instrument,_this st&dy does not qualify as a true validity~stndy; -However,f

'

s1nce this comparlson is the only data ava11ab1e upon wh1ch to base 1nd1cat10ns

‘~rrn_<rrvhmof valldlty, he data were analyzed as im a va11dity study.. T

- 7

3

: Examining the f0ur quadrant multltralt-multlmethod matr1x for the corre—

.

P i e RN g o . . .
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/ " relations between TSC ratings and subJective ratings (See Table 4), there is

>

evidence of convergent validity. As evidenced in Table 4, all of these corre-
. lations are significantly different from zero. These correlations, starting w1th
Scale 1, through’Total Score, are‘as follows: .776, .696,».757, .581, 357, and
—vs—;f—f;fﬂr8§8-—Sﬁch”correlatIons*are‘i‘dicafive*ﬂf"4he ex1stence of convergent validity.
| The first method of establishing discriminant’ valldity is to determ1ne if
the values in the va11d1ty diagonal (see Table 4) are hlgher than the values in

the corresponding rows and columns of the adJacent correlation triangles (hetero—"

trait heteromethod triangles) _For example when .776 (subjective S; le 1 With,wﬁ,ll;l_;_

TSC Scale l) is compared with the correlations across the quadrant- (first row)

’

and dqwn the quadrant (first column)' .776 ig found.to be hlgher than 4 out

of ‘the 10 correlations and approximatély the same as one of the correlations.

. The rest of ‘the. correlaLions are .as follows: 696 is higher than 3 correlations;

= F

.757 is higher than 5 correlations, 581;18 higher than 6 correlations, .357

‘is higher than 9 correlations, and 855 LSubJective overall rating With total

—.

TSC score) dis higher than all lO of its associated row and\column correlations.

« T

[ < v —

USing this procedure, there are indications of discrimlnant validity only “for—__

Kl

Scales' 5 and the Total instrument,.
A .second procedure used to establish dJscrlminant va11d1ty requires that

-~ .

"the values in the validity dlagonal beahigher than the triangles in the first

and fourth quadrants (heterotrait—monomethod tr1angles) These tr1angles repre-

'sent the common influence of the same method on the 5 scales and total scores.’
In other words, thlS second criterion requires that the tra1t var1ance should

' het - ' . - . ' N ' .
be larger than the method'variances, As can be seen by examining the,table, the

‘first correlation, .776 (readlng down the validity diagnoal) is h1gher than all
( 8

15 correlations "in the heterotrait—monomethod tr1angle directly above the validity

PR

diagonal. Th1s same coefficient (. 776) compared to the heterotrait—monomethod
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” triangle in the fourth quadrant (subjective rating correlated with subjective
rating) is higher than'5 out of 15 correlations. The remainder of the corre-
lations are as follows: .696 is higher than 12 correlations in the first qua-

~drant, and#EEEEEE,EhéE,,Q;QQLLglatiansgin—the~£ourthfquadranf, 757ﬂis hlgher

than all 15 correlations in the first quadrant and higher than 5 ‘correlations

<«

in the fourth quadrant; .581 is higher than 8 eorrelations in the first quadrant

and higher.than 5 correlations: in the'fourth quadrant;'.357 is higher than 7

.

correlatlons in the first quadrant and lower than all correlatlons in the fourth

-¥—~W**;W'“quadfanf§”and the last correlatlon in the va11d1ty dlagonal .8Sivis higher

than all 15 correlatlons in the first quadrant triangle and higher than- 6 out -

s ’

of 15 correlatlons in the fourth quadrant trlangle As ev1denced in the table,-

.. all correlatlons in the fourth: quadrant (subJectlve with subJectlve) except for

~

Scale 5, were higher than the COrre}ations in the validity diagonal of the third

. & .- . h . s
quadrunt. Thus, using this method, there is not evidence of discriminant validity.

o

However, the high intercorrelations among the subjective.scales may indicate’
. o A

a unirary factor (see the discussion sectiom).’

IS

"A third criterion for the establishment of discriminant validity requires

T

that the same pattsrn appear-in .all the trait—method‘triangles'digcussed above.

T - As illustrated below, the four heterotrait (both monomethod ‘and heﬁeromethod)* . \h

N trianglea do have similar patternék&fcorrelations (high and low are, of course,

relative to each triangle, since the fogus is on Qattern'aqd‘not.size of the

-

correlations). The table below describes this pattern:u ) \
) N . “ ; .

tf\\‘ . . . . L . ) - . }
‘ ‘ 2 3 4 5 :
high
low low G
: low © low low _
) high high high low

4~—US%ng—Eh%s—methed—of~determ1n1ng'dlscriginantrvalldity, it can be concluded that
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an indication of discriminant validity does exist.
. E ’ ‘ ERRT™Y .‘
' 3

Discuss10n of Validity

S -J#s%ﬁﬁ%hrthn{#ﬁﬁ?ﬁiﬁiﬂfi—of this study, it should be emphaSized that the.i

above diSCussion is not a validity studyvin the usual sense. Instead it_is

‘a study of the relationship between clinical’subjective ratings. of an insti-

tution's innovative potential (with respect to 5 areas of an institution's
\‘ v environment plys an overall rating)'and the corresponding TSC ratings; In each )
. of the 31 institutions included,in the analysis,vboth sets of ratings“were made
by the'same individual.. A true validity study wouldihave, of c¢ourse, contained
an.independent set of Subjective ratings of the same institution made'by a dif;
ferent group.df judges. In otherfwords; in this correlationaldanalysis the |
approach, of necessity; was linited to having'the éage_raters use a different
means .to. rate the same'institution. In a»true Validity study, the instruments
w0uld not only be different but the raters would be different. -
Only one method of determining discriminant validvty indicates validity

Py

v (see method 3). The data,Suggests that ‘the SubJeCtlve scales do not discriminate

in measuring all the factors of the TSC scales and instead, measure a single

. ’ % % L
.factor. The "six ratings may be more reflective of a global attitude than of ot

t

speciric Judgements of different aspects of .an organizational enVironmeut uue

to the brevity of the subjective ratings.i The poss1bility of a global attitude
“ \

is buttressed by the fact that all of the correlations in ‘the’ subJective w1th

«

p . subJective quadrant (except 5) correlate highly (see the second method for

determining discriminant validity). In some cases, specific subJective ratings'

a vv correlated higher with other TSC iscales than with their own scale (e g TSC

. ,‘;

Lo

"Scale 1 correlated higher with subJective Scales Z and 3 than with its own

ry

:

scale).

BB “%n*sunr*the*resnltS“of“tne analyses of subJective ratings with TSC scores

; - — E - “

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




. as well as in two other papers (Manning, l974 Manning, 1975) ThefinStru¥

18

.are inconclusive. The similar patterns which emerged in the 3rd method of

determining discriminant:validity provide the only iﬁdications of discriminant-

validity. The fact that similar patterns emerge. provides evidence against

thE'hypothesis"ofaaunitary factor. However, results of other methods of estab-

. ; . ‘ ,
lishing\discriminant validity as well as the higher intercorrelations of the

fourth quadrant, suggest the possibility of a unitary factor. A true validity

- study must be conducted to determine whether a unitary factor exists, or whether

‘the instrument -demonstrates discriminant validity. The author invites others

to complete.such a stady or contribute informatio'/fowards such a study
>

v

/
Finally, the student scale correlations (Scale 5) should be interpreted

with caution. Many of the respondents reported that they were insufficiently

familiar with. the students to be confident about their ratings on this scale.
' ; ' ' 3 S Lo
Content validity is evidenced in the development section of this manual,

B
<

ment is based on both research literature and change agent responses to' questJons

-

focused on the information,areas contained in this instrument. In'add1tion, S

other professional researchers on'the&sponsoring project have offered their‘i
suggesticns -and critiques throughout the developmental process. finally, v v
t “ ,‘Q'v . . N . . . ‘ . . N
organiZational»devlopment-specialiSts,contributed suggestions for revisions.

%
" -

1 . -
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Table 4

COLRELATIONS BETWEEN TSC RATINGS AND SUBJECTIVE RATINGS

<
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The norms are based on a group of '32 1nd1v1duals ﬁhd‘wouldrhe‘llkely users

Y e

~of the TSC. They all worked in higher~educational settingstln roles of teachers, T
. administrators, or change agents, and had an interest in the development of an

instrument~predictive of an organization's change potential. They.filled out
-the 1nstrument on an 1nstitut10n with wh1ch they were familiar, w1th ‘the under- | | e

standlng that they‘would not have to 1dent1fy themselves or the 1nst1tut10n which

they rated. ‘A table of Percentlle Equlvalents for ngher Educatlonal TSC scores f”

is presented in Table 5. 'This table gives percentile ranks and their corre-

sponding raw score values -for all five scale and total scores. In addition,

NN . R -
- . . . -

means, medians, standard deviations and standard errors of -the means are pre-
\'4 ’
sented for each of the f1ve scales and total score.

v '
o -

‘. ) » Of coursa, nQrms based oﬂ(;n N ;;\BQ_héve limited- Value ‘but they represent
@ " ’ - )
o, a beglnnlng ns ntuappears to be 1nternally con81stent and some_ ications
P | » o - . A
P of va11d1ty haVe beeR> presented. Furtheé}l'!ébf the 1nstrument Seems to’ be L

‘warw#dnted. The developer invites any.institutidns using this“instrument‘td”share

R '

N ' v Co e s g U
“ - their data, so that more extensive norms can later be published.’ It-is, of '
. . - ., L . B . A “
. . . . \.. , . . e N : .
course, also hoped that groups of institutiomrs will generate their own norms. _ >
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| \ ‘Table 5 . N
u PERCENTILE EQUIVALENTS S
g JFOR HIGHER EDUCATIONAL TSC SCORES o :
. . | (N = 32) e .
. - / . P . A . L \‘
Pg;&a:tile » 8 Scale §cor“e Values .
v .7 . Ramk 1 I 111 v v Total - °
. . : : e
100.00" 85.00  101.00. - $5.00 -  100:00 82.00-  -438.00 *°
. 96.9 83.00 ' 98.00 °82.00  99.00 78.00  437.50
. . 93.8 82.50 “97.00 +81.00  96.00 75.00  437.00°
. .. 90.6 82.00 . 96.50  80.50 95.00.  74.50 - 427.00°?
© 87.5 78.00;  96.00  80.00  92.50 74.00  418.00 -
< 84.4 77.00° 7 94.50 - 78.00 90.00-  73.00  417.00 .
N 81.3 76.00, , 93.00 -77.50 = _ 89.00 72,00 - '416.00 <
- o 78.1 . 75.00 92.50 - ..77.00  ‘85.00  71.50  391.00 .
5 ~ o °75.0 74.00 92.00 76,00 © 84,00 71,00 - -390.00
' C.9 73.00 91.50 -~ 74.00 .  83.0b . 70.00  388.00 -
68.8 71.00 ©  91.00. °73.50 . '82.00 .’ 68.50 374,00 .
o 65.6 ‘| 70.00° - 96.00 . 73.00 - .:81.00°*. 67.00  373.00
L T "62.5 .69.00 -89.00 * 72.50 ;1 179.00 66.00 .372.00
| Ch . 59.4 | 767.00 86.00 . 72,00 “ 78.00 ° 65.00-.. 368,00
. 56.3. - 65.00 . 83:00 -,71.00: --77.00 . 64,007  367.00
53.1. 64.66 .-.82.00 69.00 - *.76.00  63.00 363.00
S ‘ 50.0 6%.33° ,81.00  68.34 ~ 74.50  62.00 . 360:00 -
. . 46,9 64 .00 80.00 67,67 ‘73.00  58.00  357.00-
S 43.8° .+ 63.25 79.00 : $7.00 70.00- . 54.00 . 355.00
. 40.6 62.50°  78.00  66.00 68,00  52.00 -w347.00
T L 375 61.75 ,°&37.00  64.00 66.00  51.00.  339.00 .
e L 3404 61.00 - °75.00  63.00 - * 62.00° 49.50  324.00
R 31.3 68.00 72.00- 54,00 ° " 6%.00 48,00 -300:00. .
- 28.1 ¢ 53.00 69.0Q ' '49.00 59.00] = 47.00 ° .274.00 °
. 25.0 '46.00 . 63.00 48.00 57.00. . 46200 250,00
SN 21.9° 45.50 " 59.00 47.00 53.00 45.50 248,00
- © o ,18.8 45,00 . | 58.66°  44.00 . 49.50 45.00  243.00
. . 15.6 44050 . 158.33  42.00 46,00 | 44,00 ° 234.00
c co12.8 L 44.00~  -58.00 38.00 . 44.00 ~ 42,00 . 233.00
9.4 42.34 52.00 36.00 -, 42.00 39.00 ~ 224.00 )
6.3 |™%2.67 - 50.00  35.00 40.00°  27.00 © 216.60
3.1 . 4200, . 47.00 34,00 -36.00 26,50  208.00
0.0 41.00 46.00  "33.00 35.00  26.00° 297.00
. \ . X . ; ‘
‘. Mean 63.94 79.28  -64.06  71.91  57.94. 340,44
' - - = g - " " - 1
- ~ Median 65.00 ©82.00  69.00 76.00  62.50 - 363.00
. ¥ " std” Dev. 13.55 15.91 - 15.83 18.46. . 17.20:: 73.20
. T = . 7
. Std. Error- be o ' : ’ : "
oL of Moan - 3?39 ‘ 2.81 . 2.80 3.26 3.04 12,94
[ 2 PR ‘
- - - . : L .
, oo . N N . ; ~—me
: 26 L
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Subjective Rating Sheet

15

Please assign a:. rating of 1 - 4 for each of the follow1ng categories w1th

‘ respect to the department S potential for adopting 1nnovat10ns.

excellent potential for-innovation . - .
good potential for innovation . o .
limited potential for innovation '
virtually no potential for innovation

K

I3

Overall rating of department. : C .

Organizational Climate: This category focuses on the organizational

.climate of the department. Particular_considerations_should include

the power system within the organization; the kinds of behaviors that
are reinforced; organizatiovnal values and norms; and "openness' of- the

@

Organizational Staff: This category focuses on personalitycana leader

ship characteristics of faculty and administrators as they are related

to the successful adeption of innovations. In particular, this cate-

gory is concerned with interaction between faculty members, between
administrators, and between faculty and administraters. In addition,
this category seeks to identify attitudes, and interests‘of the faculty‘
and administration as they are: related to 1nnovation.

-

Communications: This category focuses on the communication process

associated with successful adoption and implementation of innovations.
Particular.emphases should be placed on the degree to which information
exchange is superficial, restricted, or productive. In addition, this
category attempts to define the quality of-communication between change

. agents (both internal-and external) and the department.

Innovative Expefience' This, category focuses on, the experience and

degree of sophistication that an institution has had with the adoption
and implementatioh of innovations. Special concern should be placed on
such factors as the degrees of awareness of basic information ‘about

-innovations, and indications from the faculty that they have some idea

how to 1ntegrate an innovation into their teaching

3 4=

3=

2 =

=
1.
20

’ organization.”

3.
4.
5.
6.

"ERIC-

Students: This category focuses on characteristics of studentsxwhich

can affect the adoption—implementation process. In assessing these
characteristics, students' attitudes towards the faculty, and- their
course work, are considered to be crucial as well as eﬁthusiasm, stu—
dent interaction with peers and faculty, and student individuality.

- 29
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'Table-lr
R ,
Each item correlated w1th score of ‘own scale (1nnovat1ve/non1nnovat1ve) and w1th
total score of instrument. :

Items classified as 1nnovat1ve ~Items cla331f1ed as non—1nnov§tive
correlated with total score of correlated with total score of-all
all items classified as innovative items cla331f1ed as non—lnnovatlve
o R (Scale) R (Total)sx | - R (Scale) R (Total) s
1 ' L7419 U724 0 T T T
2 o . .5204 5127
3 .6674 .6099 - h
4 o ¥ 5817 . .6479 i, . : .l -
5. | 817° . .8203 - c i : s
R S e e 7839 - - L 8044
7 .5067. .5462 . o
- 3 .5568 - . .5936
9 . ' - v.6545‘ . .7231 ~ e '
10 .5097 S G712 T ‘ - .
11 L . _ . L7248 L7402
12 T ' o 5724 . .5673"
13- L : o ' L6744 " .6137.
14 . .75 .7657 _ : - o
5 e | - , . L3447 ®.3808
16 S 3416 .2232 ' : ‘
17 S . . : .7190 o .6873 . .
18 | - .- _ ' S , .5891 - .6273
19 L L371L .. $3922. N o : o
20 _ : L } : .6068 .6692 .
21~ |: : ' ' L6567 . ¢ 6436 B
-22 ‘ o o - .6350 .6330 S
. 23 . .5943 ¢ ©.6432° T o R o : _-
24 4o .5586 .5399 - : , ‘ o . ' .
25 . < ;5748 ©L514% ' - .
26 ~.5554 - .5239 1
27 .7083 L6672 RN T S .
28 - | B _ - ' - L7997 ‘ .7980
29 ¢ ; .5249 L4771 S o
300 . L5731 .5820 ; ' , -
31 : . _ ' .7556- L7142 .
‘32 S S = _ L6862 L6643
.33 _ L L6724 .6636 ' , .
34 . . 6482 . .6855 N : o
35 .5274 . .6029 : T =
cT- S .5634 - L6111 : .
37 ~ o . : - . .3639 .3895
38 .8186 .8208 - ' : C
39 . . - , .7008 .6880
40 o L : ' ' .5808 ".5122
41 L7681 L7936 : o
42 .6891" ‘ .6715 ) . -
43 1 . . ' L4707 , .5261
. 44 - T St 03762 < L4103
45 .3927 _ L4137 : : . . - ~ .
46 .6317 - 05627 - T v N .
47 - .7159 .7357 : o _
48 : o © . .6662. . ,6135
49 | N L 5283 - L4945
50 ' ' R s ~.4271 -.4051 -
[:R\f:1isﬂzab%e’iﬁziﬁaggfzggg;mation only on the final 100 items selected. : E;E;
— :atal score was obtained by inverting responses ‘to the noninnovative items LAY




. TABLE 1 (cont.)
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e

Items classified as innovative
. correlated with total score . of .
" " 3411 items classified as innovative

[l . - 3
Items classified as non-innovative
correlated with total score of allz
items classified as non-innovative

‘Numbef R.(Scale) R (Total) R (Scale) 'R (Tofal) _
T .5373 .5189 .
52 . 7855 L7775 '
53 - .3662 .3886
54 v .7365 .7932
55 L4621 .3472 - ’
56 .. ' , .4132 3442
57 ' . , b .4563 .4705
58 .5089 .4588 - .
59 - %7331 L6471
. 60 ) .6531 . .6319
61 g T 6131 .5513
62 .7160 L7404 ‘ "
63 .7101 .6789
64 13942 - .3397 . ~
65 : ".8188 .8319
66 ‘ ~ .5295 .5159 °
67 5270 .5176 - '
.68 ‘ > .5688 .5249
69 .3462 .2651 T ~
70 4553 L4271 : o
71 N - _ .5388 .5305
72 : .5496 5469 - o
73 2 : . . .5073 ©.5345
74 .6982° L6747 © .o : _ )
75 : L6124 .5524°
76 . 15660 .5480 : o
B <77 - C e .7868 7265
78 . .8480° .8378
79 , | .7881 L7293
N 80 ~ .5891 .6271
81 .3390 .3651 ,
82 : ’ .5072 .4957
83 .5451 .5662 - . -
84 . - - .3615 .2984
85 . 7045 .6866 , .
86 : . . .5968 . .5743
87 .8296 - .- .8630 CA -
88 - ' .8947 ;9170
g9  * . s .4802 .5844
90 .7581 .7278 '
91 .5486 - ".5138
, 92 .5588 - L4476 . -
93 - e L7245 L6742
. 94 ‘ g,,,;,;;,ﬁraa-ié*”’””’ . 4607 . .3986
.95 | T ‘ L7932 :7842
96 | L7477 L7754
. 97 . .4280 .4386
98 : L4472 ' .3987
99 .6841 .6757 : . '
100 .6493 .6167
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30 o ' _ TABLE 2% . - S _\\\
. e Bach Item Correlated With Total Scale Scores for Five Scales. \
o Scales
‘ Item © Scale : : ’
-Number Number . L. 2 -3 ; 4 : 5
1 1 T 776 . 577 598 702 - 266~
2 2 551 429 . 467 706 9 |
3 4 ) 517 . 548 525 - 694 ° .390°
4 1 710 - 569 533 670 351
5 4 3 762 776 825 699 - 567
6 -3 747 0 840 - 742 758 448
7 1 652 574 . 494 512 134
8 4 561 649 466 592 349
* 9 4 755 679 733 808 - 117,
10 -3 - 429 501 - 422 - 454 266
11 3 710 . 667 769 . 643 472
12 1 508 554 601 - 523, 295
S 13 4 .- 659 493 610 639 . 261
14 4 707 - 700 658 . 842 446
15 5 318 .- 376 281 © . 349 393"
16 ¢5 105 133 - 171 59 638 -
17 3 741 . 630 670 760 148 "
18 2 548 634 . 574 498 7 557 |
19 5 “296 . 387 330 / 149 . 691
20 2 . 545 ,645 593~ 591 = 616
21 3 650 597 728 . 532 304 .
22 2 610 670 591 589 315 ¢
‘ 23 3 526 706 689 550 355 S
X 24 LGy 602 535 401 512 337 -
25 5 415 413 364 515 627
26 5 429 394 447 < 378 * - 763
27 ° b 554 - 604 620 755 379
28 3 753 729 830 728 461 - “
. S29 22 356. 572 529 294 387 .
30 5 491 « 592 - _ 470 7541 508 . ’
31 1 679 681 713 608  ~ 475
32 4 620 661 641 692 271
33 2 . 556 - 724 628 468 611 o
34 1 1 . 728 . 661 552, 721 334
35 4 638 530 571 721 118
36 o2 571. 713 ‘655 497 234
37 2 418 473 386 311 _ 110
38 3 720 811 . 890 --766  .393 . .
39 2, 677 - 711 638 = 598 412 , L
' 40 =4 611 - 394 466 638 69
41 4 . 800 777 786 761 332,
. 42 T2 552 . 764 14- 651 369
43 - ! 1 401 513 5l 5t 390 517 .
44 1 377° . 421 - 518 ° 339 -118
45 .1 591 417 - B42 416 - 4
\ 46 3 535 506 519. 503 437
47 2 679 686 - 731 756 353 -.
48 - 638 556 638 742 - 23 .
! . 49 5 467 391 465 416 - 475 ' s
‘ , 50 1 ~426 =446 =458 = =266 -185 e

" n\) i . "7 . ] R B ] - .
[MC .Th%s .table inc}udesv information on'ly3o% the final lOQ :?tems selected.

= K




TABLE 2 (cont.) o . 31

Each Item Correlated With Total Scale Scores for Five Scales.
. . ,

. o T ' Scales
Item Scale ' S
Number Number 1 2 3 . 4 ;2
51 1 ' 484 549 534 4377 275
52 2 623 784 716 664 689
53 ) 1 506- 317 199  366. 359
54 'y 670 825 803 742 439
55 .5 157 243 375 . 218 . 628
56 20 LA 393 296 = 365 =174
- 57 2 L58 482 = 556 371 308
58 A 423 . 443 366 454 350,
.59 ' 1 754 570 - 626 694 135
60 : 4 650 595 $24 670 - 188
61 2 - 703+ 513 480 - 620 36
62 3 708 ¢ 750 . 777 - 671 314
5 63 2 600 717 635 571 494
64" 5 168 233 379 - 211° 587
65 2. 751 784 . 764 799 - 576 - —
66 3. 460 T 486 517 - 476 . 334
L 67 3 - 384 520 648 432 280
68 4. 560 . 483 - 387 687 138
69 5 107 197 339 . 86 523
.70 2, 332 ¢ 462 329 306 . 527
. 71 3 478 565 - 533 411 7 368
72 4 581 . 420 599 554 . 209
73 5 423 533 445 332 733
\ 74 4 550 . 651. . 567 709 506
~ 75 ef 4 .600 510 . 446 7227 78
76 i 454 395 471 . 693 382
B 77 3 ;790 H46 673 742 - 308
.78 2 786 794 828 784 . 4867
79 . 1. 790 685 586 747 . 390
80 ‘ 5 482 © 594 . 612 478 666
81 5 300 340 274 166 644
82 2 520 - 527" Lht 443 243
83 5 550 437 423 516 633
. 84 3 - £ 328 < 230 - 394 313 - -7
85 4 566 - 632 579, 592 727
‘ 86 4 560 486 488 606.~ 386
87 . 1 815 795 781 . 828 591
88 b , 837 878 904 871 - 535
89 4 v 543 525 . 448 . 625 . 447
- 90 1 - 623 .666. 764 721 407
© 91 5 409 433 - N474 - 366 667
92 2 334 396 337 - 316 694
93 3 697 695 73,\\ 559. 257
9% 1. .| 360 - 456 420 286 ' 244
95 1 1 775 765 831 \\\§7o - 392
. 96 3 670 - 747 751 743 503
97 5 344 - 451 328 - 253 668
- 98 - '5 - 378 345 323 383 - . 350
99 3. 578 632 728 . 623 \_ 402
100 ' 2 536 688 604 543 342
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Each Item Correlated With Total Score of Instrument

TABLE 3%

k2

‘and Total Scale Score.

Ttem

Q

Item

o *This table includes informatiogn

only ﬂ\fhg final 100 items séleéted.

137

Number - R (Scale) -j %i (Total) . Number R-(Scale)‘ Rt(ﬂotal)’
1 7759 / .6724 - 51 .4840 .5189
2 4291 .5127 52 . 7844 L7775 -
-3 .6944 .6099° 53 .5058 . 3886
4 .7097 .6479 54 L7621 .7932
5 .8246 ~.8203 55 .6279 3472
6 L7418 . 8044 56 - .3932 .3442
7 6524 .5462 57 - .4824 .4705
8 .5919 .5936 .58 4228 L4588
9 .8084 . .7231 59 - .7535 L6471
10 Jh224 L4712 60 .6695 .6319
11 .7688 . . 7402 61 .5132" .5513
12 .5080 . 5673" 62 L7774 . 7404
13 .6394 <6137 - 63 7165 .6789
14 .8416 .7657 ° 64 .5868 .3397
15 .3933 < -3808 65 7843 .8319
16 (6379 <7 |7 L2232 66 5166 .5159
° S 17 ©.6698"" .6873 67 .6479- .5176
18 . . .6342 ) .6273 68 - .6866 .5249
19 . T .6910 . 23922 . 69 +.5233 .2651
20 .6452 .6692 S 70 . .4619 L4271 :
21 .7282 .6436 71 .5334 .5305 - .
22 .6703 .6330 72 -..5537 .5469
“ 23 .6894 6432 73 .7325 .5345
24 .5349 .5399 74 .7092 L6747
25 6268 . 5149 75 - 7221 . .5524
26 .7634 .5329 76 .6933 .5480
27 . 7549 .6672 77 .6733 - L7265
28 .8297 .7980 78 .7938 .8378 -
. 29 .5725 L4771 79 .7905 .7293
30 .5083' .5820 80 " .6658 L6271
Sy .6792 L7142 " 81 L6442 " .3651
32 6916 .6643 . 82 .5267 - ©.4957
33 . 7245 .6636 +83 .6332 .5662
34 7284 .6855 84 3937 .2984 "
.35 L7214 .6029 . 85 - .5923 .. .6866 o
. 36 .7126. .6111 86 - 6065 .5743 )
37 24729 .3895 87 ., .8146 - 48630 ) |
38 .8902 . .8208 88 .8714. .9170 .
, 39 .7108 " .6880 89 .6253 5844 . o
40 .6385 5122 90~ .6235 - L7278 -!
41 .7607 , +7936 91 .6666 - .5138. - .
42 .7638 L6715 92 6942 L4476 , |
43 Y .4007 £.5261 93 .7301 L6742 |
44 23773 .4103 94 , .3596 - .3986,
45 .5906 - L4137 95 7751 - .7842
46 .5185 .5627 96 - .7510 7754 - .
47 . 6864 . 7357 97 .6681 4386 ‘
48 L7417 .6135 98 L3504 .3987 -
49’ TEI46 - L4945 | 99" .7284 .6757
50 -.426T_ |* ' -.4051 1 100 . 7. .6882 6167
L= 4
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The "Trouble Shooting" Checklist (TSC) g
. For Higher-Educational Settfings . . \
' 8 ' . ;
Introduction and Instructions
) - l- ’/'« .
: : . o S LT < ,
'The TSC consists of 100 Likert-type items describing departmental charac-
teristics., These items areurandomly arranged and can be broken into five ';'

scales focusing on particular organizational variables which affect the adop—~'

v

The history of qhe development of the instrument is .

S
EN

as.well as 1nformation on uses of the TSC

~

included in the manual, scale;titles,

-t

)

numbers of items in each.scale, and'sco:ing instructions. ST s

o

The respondent is asked to rate whether or\not’an item is aescriptive

\gu

e v b4

Although theré are descriptive

L

(typical/atypical) of a particular departmenﬁ'

ements about ind1v1duals outside of the department {such, as the dean), the

3

sta

wis t4 ;
[ -

stajtements, nevertheless, focus on such persons in_relation,to the departmeht.

;contacts with all available resources,

adoption of one or more innovations (as reflected in items referring o

ERIC

Thd department being;ratedéshould always be Qhé“first point of reference. .

1]

o [

. : LRI X . I T
The term change agent is used frequently throughout the instrument.

This

tefrm is‘used broadly and includes both'external changé agents (individuals

b ought in. from out31de the department specificallp-to facilitate change) and
1nternal changu agents (facilitators of change whoiare permanegt membe:s of the
department). The role of the»change:agent'may range from-assisting a department¢
in problem—solving by giQing of their own professiohal.expertise, to proﬁiding .
e to actually taking part in decisions'to

, > : :
adopt innovations and aiding in the implementation of adOptedfinnovations.

. . : .
is also assumed- that the departnent you aregrating is at least considering the

X TN
It

"inno-

<1

- . . »

9.

vation').-

v

>
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“ In order to c0mplete theklnstrument merely rate on al->5 scale {as indl— . S
cated below) how' closely éach 1t;em descrlbes the department you are rating and
record your, ratings on the line- d1rectly to the left of the 1tem. : ‘
@ @t . ’ : L . -
5 = very typical’ ) : b
4 = somewhat typical ‘
- . 3 = neither typical nor at:yplca1 K
2 = somewhat atypical _ v . -
. ‘1 = very, atyp‘i:cal . :
. w. ]Ln addltlon you may, use one of: ‘the follow1ng two raclngs. e » S . ,
1. ~1If the item 'is appllcable to the department you are ratlng but you .
A RS P
glo not - W the information, use the symbo,l."l.'-"’i_ o = o
. ' [ P B _ _A‘ . L ot 1 oL
. 2. If the item is not applicable.to thé particular department you are .
o . . rating, use the.symbol "NA." e M o L
. ) - : i . . ‘ P
) : . . [ o . . - \ / ) - e .« .f' «
. . ) - o . LI . ) o ~ - T . .
. - e : - 2
) s - ’ . ) i
N 1 ‘/. .
. “k . = " | ( V ) ’ .- . . | .l .,.. . . ) t. ) *
" ¢ . S !
— 5 iy s’
' . ' .; R . ’ .
N 9 S , ¥ 3 -
1 /\S' ! . > . ¢
r « 3 r L
- . P R . ;
" N . ! . ' ’ ,
’ ) A 3 ’ N *
) e " w, . ¢ v . .
. 24 ' ’ . J‘n v " ' J‘ .
» - ° . “ N c - .".: \e " ©
’ o » ~ . ° ’ ¢ ; '
. ﬁ% . ‘i* f
e , . . . [} - . '., :/ ,’ ~ "
/Iaf ~ ) ra ...e” > . . .
4 ‘ / ( & "’" -
» -~ ) - r 2
- R 5. a4 s '
. o _ . - 1 :
“ ' . o o )
' @ _ >y o
- \ 4 0 : ;—- X i
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The "Trouble Shootlng“ Checkllst (TSC) \ e
For ngherkEgﬁratlonal Settings, R

. . '. .?- l':‘_‘_‘..' N | . ) . ,

o R - . -
o

Pleasa rate onal - 5 scale (as 1n51cated below) how closely each item descr1bes
the d=partment you are rat1ng, br use one of the alternat1ve symbgls:

"10.

11,

12,

13.

~adoption of part1cular innovations.

- ) .
ﬁ'very typical :
somewhat typical .
= neither typical nor atyp1cal o I o

somewhat atypical . : T o -
very atypical - ‘ e )

not applicable S : Y
= no 1nformat10n at this time: . _ *

-

RIS

PN WSsWw;
#

A | | o
. 1 . .. . ’

e

4

The students‘complaln that the courses are/34;9%555d to their personal

3

~

StudenCs' ideas have. been acted on in the past. N .

and/or professional goals.

. i ' ._ i . v‘. ~ . Coa \ . .

The faculty are not able "to talk about the séEstance of partiyxular -

1nnovatlons, though they may be.able to name gpme innovations .
. )

The faculty do nt systematlcally seek out approaches outside of their

orientation. . . :

4 ‘

The department-chalrperson appears uncomfortable when changes in the
department are discussed. . .k /

. ‘ . i
Fhe few faculty members who appear to be 1nnovat1ve do not communicate
well with the rest of the faculty. : '

v
.

It will be necessary to conv1nce a doubting faculty of thf adm1n1stra—’
tion's 1nterest in 1nnovatlon )

The department chalrperson 1% concerned with current dex elopments rele—
vant to an 1nnovatlon under consideration for adoption

All -of the faculty members seem equally 1nvolved in 1ncreas1ng the
level of use of prev10usly adopted 1nnovatlons. ‘

The students are in frequent contact with one anothér (e.g., in semi-
nars, in the field in- the learnlng resource center, etc. )

v
There are only a few facylty members who are tryrhg to arouse 1nterest

in actual trial testing of an 1nnovat10n. a f
Members of the department take respons1b111ty f6r their dec1slons and
actions. . : ) ;_ .

. e }
’ . . +

This department is on nly interested in the exp?ndltures assoc1ated with

l
! ’
» . :

.l .4ﬁ1~. ‘ : BN B ;

*®

)
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. . . w . @ ‘-
o Please rate on a 1 %.5 scale (as indicated below) how closely each item describes
- the department you are rating, or.use one of the alternative symbols:
B 4 [ : ! . . . .

very typical

at N [T 5=
N ' -4 = gsomewhat typical ‘ : . :
3 = neither typical nor atypical o : .
- - '~ 2 = somewhat’ atypical _
) - 1 = very atypical . ‘ .
e ' NA = not .applicable N - ' R Y
. ST : . ? = no-information at this time B
A S - : - S
B ) ) r - - :
o 14. .The students 1n this department read suggested mater1als in add1t1on to °
" . 'the required reading ass1gnments.h .
. - 4 ’( g
, 15. The faculty ask_ reflect1ve and/or analytical questions about the adop~
.. c- L tion/implementatioh process. " .
‘ ‘h_w“, 16. This departmigt has developed many of 1ts own products."
.’ ( .- . ©
R I > 11 Communications between a change agent and the department focus on how
‘ . ,‘ new practices aid in effective teaching.
N - - 2 ) ) R L e
s . . 18. The students are not well acquainted with each other.

19, The depdrtment is involved w1th the successful adoption of other 1nno—-
vations. N

20. Communications concern1ng 1nnovation have “all been enthus1ast1c and
positive. : *

U

21. The students realistically assess their needs.
22. The faculty members who have some interest in 1nnovation have no pres-
tige or tenure in the department.~ . , L

' 23. This department gIves the faculty f1nanc1al support for educational
' ' expenses related to the adoption of 1nnovations. :

' \
24. Although mater1al on 1nnovations is mentioned by the faculty from time
' to time, 'it has probably not been read by anyone.

B 1

25. The students claim that they are intellectually challenged by changes
which have been made in the department's teaching approach.

26. The students take initiative in seeking out challenging course work. -
27. . Some of the faculty are asking for detailed information about the
T mechan1cs of uslngzan 1nnovation. _ : . i

28. Members of the,faculty have refused to discuss even the possibility of
" taking on new roles within the department.

[ERJ!:i .; o . o : o . o . . :J

. T . v
(4 . .




Please rate on a 1 - 5 scale (as indicated below) how closely each item describes
the department you are rating, or use one of the alternative symbols:

o 'S5 = very typical = - : _ .- ’ .
a ’ 4 =
3 = neither typical nor atypical
) 2 = somewhat atypical .
1 = very atypical R

NA"= not applicable N

sonewhat typical : : ‘ .
7 = no 1nformat10n at th1s time*
|

.29. There is a small faculty faction_trying to replace the department chair-
person. R o _ L

30. The supporters of innovation are not normally the initiators of, communi-
’ o cations’within this department.
31. The faculty receives most communications from administrators by way ‘of

S memo. . . ~ : : . - ‘

32. -+ The faculty members arrive-at school late

,33.' ‘The change agent,gorkrng’at/thzs’department 1s not in a posltlon of

aut

34. This department” does not h1re faculty who have had experlence in devel—
_oping 1nnovatlons.

35. The faéulty listen'to the'suggestions and_ideas of’students,

“36. The supporters of 1nnovatlon have serious communlcatlon problems w1th
the faculty at large.

. 37, The dean is unaware of recent changes which have been made within this

department. : . 0. . ¥ : \

- . : . ﬂ\

38. Gommunlcatlons between denartment members and change agents result in*
constructlve actlons within the department.*

. 39, This department feels comfortab}e communioating often withfchange agents.
40. The faculty is warm and personable."
41. Faculty members of this department have already establlshed”general

———

strategles for implementing 1nnovatlons.“ﬂ“«~~ A

- e : N t
o v .

42, 'Some members ofmthe"department have made efforts to communicate with

<’f/_¢eoogn12“dﬂexperts in the1r subject areas. — - -

: : 43. This department has thus far made only m1n1mal efforts in seeklng out
assistance in making changes. : .

\
S

A
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Please rate on a 1 - 5 scale (as indicated below) how clesely each item describes
the department you are rating, or use one of the alternative symbols:

= very typical

= somewhat typical
= neither typical norx atyp1cal
somewhat atypical

= very atypical

= not applicable

= nd 1nformatlon at this t1me‘-

N.

PN WS W
n

’ - /\
|
! oo 44, The deanlis not;gssertive in establishing goals.
45.. sMemS’rs of the faculty have stated that they are more concerned with
T effectlve teaching than advancement in the department h1erarchy.

| : '
46. This department is unaware of basic information about innovations.

. .

47. The department chairperson uses m§ny cliches (e.g., why change'for the
. sake of change? before webuy'any program, we must. establlsh a sound . )
. phllosophlcal base, etc.). _ . | .-

48. The dean acts as a hindrance to ‘the adoption of innovations.
49. The students are constantly exposed to new ideas in their courses.

_ 50. ThlS department uses resource mater1als effectlvely to develop its own
= : mater1als. :

* 51. The faculty frequently‘raise the issue of "standards.”

52. The faculty makes no attempt to encourage more student “Invol¥vement.
\

53. The faculty members frequbntly discuss how their 1nterpersonal rela— R—
tlonshlps with ‘their colleagues affect the” functlonlng of their«programs.

54. Members of tne faculty freely dlSCUSS with each oth r the problems that
*they have 1n their- day to day work. ' i\

550 The students talk only about gettlng'throughf their éourses[
.56. . The students have many shared ekperiences outside of the\department.
\
) 57. Very few faculty members’ ‘communicate with other faculty "’ outs1de the1r
" department about their work." -

58.. There.is much d1scuss1on about .the 1mpact of 1nnovatlons on the educa- '

.tion of students. . - :

. / :

59. 'The faculty members express a desire to increase their understanding of
"both themselves and others. :

5
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Please rate on a 1 - 5 scale (as 1nd1cated “how closely each item describes
the department. you are ratin 5€¢ one of the alternative symbols:

60.

hl.
62.

63.

64,

65.

Y

66.

67.

58,
69.

70,

71

72.

73.

74.

o e
PES

+

= .very typical ’ o
= gsomewhat typical . . .
neither typical nor: atyp1cal

= somewhat atypical’

very atypical

‘nmot applicable -

? = no information at this time

iy

The department has no recognlzed leadersh1p.

Spme of the faculty may already be committed to trad1tlonal teachlng
methods.

The admlnlstratlon is concerned w1th adopting a program wh1ch w1ll best
meet the.'students' educational needs.- g » . £,

There<is'a'willingness to initiate needed change.

Most innovation-related communications between faculty members consist

of remdrks about the financial~situation and philosophical bases.

This department often does’ not respond to communlcatlons from change
agents. . .

Ind1v1dual members of the department are not in a position to reinforce
each other.. : oY :

*

‘The students relate to.faculty members only in the classroom.

Innovation,supporters'and non-supporters have,emerged in the form of
in— and out-groups.

Change agents and the department have establlshed a comfortable rapport
over a period of time.. | : ‘

The dcpartment chairperson strongly supports change efforts (e.g.,
through public statements, promotion rewards, prOV1slon of resources,“
etc. ) i

The faculty members meet often to exchange ideas with'one another.
. 7

The faculty is actively developing innovations.'

< . %

The department chairperson does not respond ‘to requests from the

faculty.

\
" The faculty members ask questions about how innovations .can bring about °
specific changes in their department. -

o
P

QR
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Please rate on a 1 - 5 scale (as indicated below) how closely each item describes
the department you are rating, or use one of the alternative symbols.-/

= very typical.

= somewhat typical

neither typical nor atyp1cal

somewhat atypical .

very atypical

not applicable

= no information at this time

/'.

e PP N W
1

75. There has been little reinforcement from the department for fully imple-
«  menting adopted innovations. - -

" 76. "Many of the faculty, while not act1vely opposed to innovation, w1ll not

' commit themselves. ¢ E

77. The students pra1se their program for the 1nterrelatedness of its
courses.

78. Older faculty members d1scourage younger faculty members from rema1ning
- in the department. .

79. The administration listens to dissenting views.

- » - 80. The only. action 1nlth1s department cons1sts of classes and scheduled
'-off1ce hours. : o : .

81. The classes in this department are relatively large.

———s . 4

o

82. Some individual faculty members are using an innovation comfortably.

83. Interested faculty members are in frequent commun1cation w1th change
agénts. : . . N

N

84. The: structure of the organization includes reasoLably well- functioning
~ communication channels. » :

) . .85, Any initiative taken by change agénts'in this department is considered
harassment by the rest of the department.

86. The students complain that their courses lack interrelatedness.

5

87. Faculty members have madefonly one or two inquires about innovations.
88. The students are encouraged to develop their own .styles.
89. The dean has worked with the faculty in the past in their efforts to

implement innovations.

-
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Please -raté on a 1 - 5 scale (as indicated below) how closely each item descr1bes
the department you are ratlng, or use one of the alternative symbols:

= yery typical .

= gomewhat typical 4 . : e
neither typical nor atyp1cal '
somewhat atypical -

= very atypical

not applicable

= no information at this time

3
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90. The students are excited about innovative approaches which cOmpllmen* -
their individual’ learn1ng styles. : )

91. The students feel frustrated and/or d1s1llus1oned because of a lack of
"standards" in their field. : . : ‘ -

. ) » . N .
92. The leadership in key positions rewards conformity.

93. The faculty is threatened by new approaches.. - O ’ R
94. This faculty iS'actively‘seeking information on innovations.
S "~
95. . The department cha1rperson is pr1marlly concerned with the quallty of
instruction.

° 96. It .is dlfflcult for a change agent to contact key persons w1th1n this
’ department.
. R ) .
a 97. Ihe faculty only weakly endorses -any basic change within .the department.
98. The faculty does not,need%to be proded into using'innovative approaches.
99. In the past, faculty 1nterest in an innovation has. resulted in early
plans for pllot testing of that 1nnovatlon.

100.- Communlcatlons between a change agent and this department do not focus -
on real issues or problems. :
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