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A STUDY OF INSTRUCTIONAL INNOVATORS
AT. MICHIGAN STATE JﬁIVERSITY

Dr. Steven G. Sach$

Learning and Evaluation Service o T

o

INTRODUCTION

<

- The Educat1ona1 Development Program (EDP) at Michigan State Uni-

»__versity relies on veluntary faculty initiative to bring about

““instructional innovations. Under such a program, individual

{ teaching faculty members sense the need for change, decide to do

! something about it, and take action to introduce new instructional

ideas or techn1ques into their classes.. If they are among the

( first in their departménts to.adopt these new 'ideas or techniques,

these faculty would be considered innovators. One role of EDP is

to provide support for their innovative efforts. Such a model is

considerably different from the more traditional appreaches in

which &’ professional change agent., from outside a faculty member's

. . . .gepartment identifies a need and attempts to persuade.the faculty
' member to-.adopt a particular innovation to satisfy that need.

Prior to-1976 very Tittle was known about the faculty . members who
« had --voluntarily initiated EDP projects to support instructional
1nnovatgon It was not known whether EDP project directors were
dxfferent than, the - average - - faculty member,. whether EDP projects
were equally d%strlbuted among academic areas,  or, how much influ-
ence a department had on the innovation process be1ng supported by
, - : EDP ? ' .
In 1976, as part of an extensive review of the development of EDP
‘~ at Michigan State over the past decade, a study was done to iden-
tify characteristics '_of the faculty and departments which had
. participated in-the program. The first part of this study devel-
e oped a profile of the faculty who had directed EDP projects and
T vas. reported in Commitment to Excellence, A Case Study. ef Eduea-
tional Invovation (Davis, et. al., 1976). The second part of the
study compared the character1st1cs of these EDP proaect directors
with the characteristics, of other faculty at MSU (Sachs, 1976).
~ #- ..Since this research has been reported in detail elsewhere, ithe
fo]]ow1ng report presents only the more significant findings from
tn1s study of 1nnovatg_s at M1ch1gan State Un1vers1ty

. . ", . . DESIGN OF THE.STUDY

RN L S
Th1s study was based on the Rogers and Shoemaker (]971) theoret-
R ical framework describing the diffusion and adoption of innova-
. .tions.  The strength of their model is that it includes variables
. relating to an individual!s personality character1st1cs, the rela-
) t]onshlp of the 1nd1v1dua1 to the social system (such'as the
\) ‘ ,‘ b7 v.- . : ! ‘ ) ° 3 .' /,




college or deertment), the strength of the individual's perceived
nesed for the inmnovation, and the norms of the individual's social
system. Whild others have presented models of the innovation
process (Car]éon, 1968; Rogers & Jain, 19587 Havelock, 1969;

. Sarbaugh & Hawkins, 1573}, the Rogers and Shosnaker model ' seemad

the most appropriate because of its detail. ] =

Variable Selection ,and Quastionnaire Developrent

_ Eighteen variables were selected from the Rogers and Shoemaker
: mode]l for this study. A self-report questionhaire was deveToped

to measure these. variables by asking direct questions about the

personal experiences, attitudes, or perceptions of the respon-
" ‘dents. Only variables which could reasonably be meaSured by this
_ technique vere ineluded in the study. The questionnaire .was pilot-

tested apd modified so that it ¢ould be completed in approximately

fifteen minutes.

The final questionnaire contained twenty-seyen measures for the
eighteen variables. Since there were often geveral ways to opera-
tionalize or measure the variables of inter¢st ip this study--each
highiighting a differgat dimension of thg- ariable--more.than one
measure was needed for some of the variables; however, each meas-
ure was considered separacely in the analysis. The eighteen vari-
ables are listed below: \\ ‘

5gé> AGE was a'sef?:;;;ort by respanénts:

Status. Two measures were used for this variable:
RAILK and TERURE.

o~

¢ )
Siz2 of teaching load. Two measures were used for’
this variabie: COURSES and TEACHING TIME. Courses
was a self-report of the number of different
courses taught by the respondent.* Teaching time
was a self-report of the percentage of time de-
voted to teaching. ‘ )

Specialization of teaching responsibility.  Three
measures were used for this variable:. . TEACHING
ISOLATION, TEAGHING SPECIALIZATION, and TEACHING
IMPORTANCE. Teachiing. specialization was a combined

measure of thj/'aumber of ecurses taught and, t

uniquenass of thoie.courses. Teachiqg importance- . /

was a self-rdting of the relative importance of Ve

teaching compared te other activities.
) |

A ‘ K N /- Lot
Fatalism., "Fata]igm is the degree to.which-an iny ~ oo
dividual  perceives & lack of abiljfy to contgdl "o |
his future" (Rogers & Shoemaker, /1971, p. 186).‘ v
Two measures vere used for this yariable: TRACHER® !
FATALISH and STUDLHT FATALISH Teacher Edtagism .~ ,
’ was measured by a self-rating of agreemeﬂf witha =~ . .1
fatalistic statement about ’

A
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Fafalism was measured by a se
ment with a fatalistic statemw
dents. * - ’

,Lratiné of agree-
nt about good stu-

Innovativeness. ~ INNOVATIVENESS was a se]f—fating
on a scale from Rogers (1962, p. 188)." This scale

’provided an indication of when the respondent,

compared to colleagues, was most likely to adopt
an innovation. An innovator, is among the first in
a group to adopt new ideas or techniques.

Social participation with departmantal ‘colleagues.
PARTICIPATION was a self-report of the amount of
participation by the respondent in departmental
meetings, seminars, social events, etc. ’

Integration with .the social system.  “Communica-

tion integration 13s the degree to which the units:

in a social.system are interconnected by inter-
personal communication channels" (Rogers & Shoe-
maker, 1971, p. 188). Three measures were used

_ for this variable:  YEARS AT MSU, LOCAL INFORMA--*

TION, and LOCAL STYLE. Years at\MSU was a self-
report- which represented the potential for forming

the informal communication links necessary to be °

integrated with - college and " deparfment social
systems. Local Inférmation was a self-report of
the frequency of use for local sources of’informa-
tion{those from within the College or_department).

‘Local Style was a self-rating of the influence
. frdm various local sources on .the respondent's

teqching style.

‘ )
Cosmopoliteness. Cosmopoliteness is the degree to
which an individual's reference groups, or influ-
ences, are from outside the social system.” (Rogers
& Shoemaker, 1971, p. 189). Two measures were used
for' this variable.  COSMOPOLITE INFORMATION and
COSMOPOLITE STYLE. Cosmopolite Information was a
self-report of the frequency of use for cosmopo-

..}ite. sources of information (sources from outside

the college or department). Cosmopolite Style was

polite sources en the respondent's teaching style.
. ¢ N
Knowledge about instructional innovations. KNOWL-

respondent.

t

Norms of the importance of teaching. TEACHING®
VALUE was a~rating of the respondent's perception

promotion or other rewards within the department.

\

ol

a self-rating of the influence from various cosmo- -

EDGE was_a self-rating of the amount of knowledge
about .instructional innovations possessed by the .

of the importance or’'value of good teaching for.

o




", .and Humanities (including the Colleges of Arts and

;\; _ e -
Norris- on. 1ﬂnovat1veness FACULTY -REACTION was a .

report on - ihe rcaction of faculty in the depart-
-ment.. to discussions about 1vscrucL1qna1 innova- -

tion

N e ams

+

Norms on xnw$rgctsona1 stratcﬂ}eq TEACHING MODELS‘ T
was a rcport on the . number of d4fferent -keaching,, -/
models used by colleagues in the dcpaxum“nt

—~— »>

Resources for instructional 1mﬁrn»em°nt RESGJRC[SlJ'

was @ rating of the perceivad adequacy of re-' ™50 Vi
sources available in the denurtment for use inXim- - 7 v
roving ins truct1on w7 "

p g 1ns - 'S )

Stab111ty of 1nstruct10n ass1§nments - SETEACHING L
STABILITY was a report on the frequency of changes

in instructional assignments within the . depart-
ment. - ! 2

s

Information seeking about instruction. INFORMATION
SEEKING was a measure of the frequency of use for
-both Tocal and cosmopolite information'sources.

.

Opinion leadership. "Opinion leadership is the

degr e to which an individual is able to informal- <i

1y influence other individual's attitudes or overt

behavior in a desired way with re]at1ve freqbency ’ S
(Rogers & Shoemaker, 1971, p. 35). Two measures Ty
based on scales from Rogcrs and Shoemaker (1671, °

pp. 215-217) were used for this variable: OPINION

LEADERSHIP and OPINION LEADERSHIP CHANGE . Opinion -
" leadership was & self-rating of the respondent's
own credibility as a, source of information with
the department. Opinion Leadership- Change was a
comparison of Opinion Leadership over time.

°Membersh1p in modern and/or. integrated systems. .
. Several studies had found differences in atti- 7o
tudes, structure, and style among academic diséi-
plines (sce Haines, 1974; Lewis, 1967; Peters, °
, 1972). . ACADEMIC DISCIPLINE was a -classification
of the respondent intd one of -three disciplines:
Natural Science (including the Colleges of Agri- =
-cul turé and Hatural Resources, Engineering,. Human
Meditine/ Lyman Briggs, MNatural Science, Osteo- -
pathic Medicine, and Veteripary hed3c1ne Social -
Science (including the Colleges of Bus1né@s, Com-
munication Arts and Sciences, Education,. Jdames -
Madison, Social Science, and Urban Development)s

Letters, Human Ecology, dustin Lorr11] and Univer-
s1gy Co]leg ). , "N ca
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EDP proaect drrectors were also ‘asked several questions- relating
shecifically to reasons for.seeking EDP assistance and - results of
thelr EDP project. :

: Se]ect1oﬁ of Respgndents o T t;e_,/

L TR s rwm.-wm«m e e oy i .
Quest1onna1res uere sent to two groups of faculty at Michjgan-
State. . One group included all ninety E roject directors whose
projects were reported in-one of the annual compendiums of reports
on"EDP projects from 1970 to 1975 any wnose projects directly af-
fected the instructional process in an undergraduate course. This
group is referred to as EDP,supported innovators. The, other ‘group
included a random sample .of 250 teaching faculty who were respon-
sible for teachlng two or more courses, at least-one of which was
an undergraduate coursé. A1l faculty who had ever directed an EDP
project were om1tted from this group.

Based on their responses to a question determining involvement in-
instructional development gor innovation during the preceding five
years, the random sample of faculty was divided into two smaller
groups: unsupported innovators’ (those ‘who had been involved in
instructional fanovation vijthout EDP support) and ‘non~innovators.’

Data Analys1s :

~ o
-

Several statistftal procedpres were used to analyze the data from’ .

which a profile of the EDP project direttors was developed. These

statistical procedure$ intluded simple frequency cgunts, -correla- ‘-

" tions between measures, factor analysis;. -and chi-squares. <In
these ana]yses, data from EDP suppgrted innovators (EDP project

d1rectors) were compared w1thqgwta on the total University faculty
. prov1deF by the MSU Office of Inst1tut10na1 Research. y

To compare the data from EDP supported innovators with the - dato )

- from unsupported innovators and non-innovators, univariate F-tests
~and discriminant function analysis were used. Discriminant func-
“tion analysis is a multivariate-analysis procedure which ifiyolves
generation of a regression equation or function to predict to
vhich of two groups an individual beJongs Those variables which
are included in this function (the 'discriminant funct1on) are
those which when taken together are most important in differenti-
ating between the two groups. Completed questionnaires were re-
ceived from eighty-six percent of the EDP supported innovators and
from seventy-five percent of 'thé random samp]e of vteaching facul-
ty. . .
‘ /

- =~ MAJOR FINDINGS C .

Five general conclusions were reached on the baSsis of detailed
data analysis. These conclusions along with some of the support-
ing data are presented in this section. Reade€rs interested in a
more detailed discussion of the data analysis are referred to
Sachs (1976) for a . complete description of the compaféson of the

=
-
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EDP suppoited innovators, the unsupported innovators, and the non-
innovators; and to Davis, et. al.,. (1976) for the profild of EDP
- supported innpvators. ‘ ‘ Y

. ‘Conclusion 'Number 1
\

EDP supported inndvitors represented an across-the-board sarpling
of MSU faculty with- regard to age, rank, ard college affiliation.
foe

| . This study found that EDP project directors ranged in age from

| . . : . = !

- o (”'EﬁEﬁty—seyen_ to six}y:pne years, although * the distributian was
, ‘ - skewed slightly towandd the yoang@r faculty,members (see Table 1).

- . TABLE 1 «-
\\ . Expected and Observed Frequercies

\ . of EDP Innovators by qu: N

Age "-Expecﬁed Erequency Observed Frequency , ‘ ]
3 i : 9

Under 30 1.77 6
30 - 39 ' 22.64 . -~ - 24 '
40 - 49 - 20.13 » 19 . - .
50 - 59 ’ 16.32 T
Oyer 60 7.14 3

-

‘e’ -

, (\} *PDerived from chi-square analysis of the total University facuity
l .

"X 22 12.66, df = 4

Although the differences fouﬁd were . statistically sigﬁificant
(p <.05), with.more faculty than expected under thirty and fewer
‘than expected over sixty, the other age groups were well repre-
sented. - :

The data qn rank showed a similar trend with differences signifi-
carit at p <.01. _ Instructors-and assistant professors had con-
ducted more EDP projects than associate and full professors, but-
on the whole there was a wide distribution of project directors
among, the different ranks (see Table 2).
The data on college affiliation of EDP project directors showed a |
slightly skewed distribution witq;io]]eges represent'ing arts and )
letters having proportionately more innovators, -followed by the

social sciences and then the natural sciences. These differences,

however, were not statistically significant (see Table3). When

the individual colleges were ranked in- terms of both absolute and

proportionate numbers of* EDP project direclors, colleges repre- .

senting the three basic disciplines h appear evenly dispersedauss °

‘

throughout the rankings (sce Table 4).// ‘ -

i; 3
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’The f1nd1ngs, set forth in Tables 1 - 4 suguest that EDP proaects

~ ‘were conducted by all age groups, ranks, and agsggmlc d1sc1p]1ne<

/

TABLE 2 -
. Expected and Observed. Frequencies '
of EDP Innovators by Rank - -
‘ b <@
+ & ~ .7

Rank . Expected Frequency* Observed Frequency

s
Instrdétor L 2.55\ B 7
Assistant Professor 13.60 20

! \ -

Associate Professor — 18.89 N T E I \

" Professor 32.03 ) 27

-

. *Derived from chi-square analysis of the -total Uﬁ?&ersity faculty

x? = 12.83,7df = 3-
TABLE 3° ' Co B
Exﬁécfed and Observed Frequencies . -
of EDP Innovators by College Category '
College Category . Expected Frequenéy?; Observed F%equency
v : " ‘ ¢ \ ‘
Natural Sciences ) - 32.03 26 ' y
Social Sciences . 18.22 CQ 18
“Arts and Letters » . - 17.75 2

/
*Derived from chi-square analysis of the total University facﬁ?@y

v 2 =330, df = 2- i

L



TABLE 4

o L4
: Colleges Ranked by Number of .
" EDP Innovators and Ratio of Number of N

EDP Innovators to Mumber of .Faculty

T
o e
v

. R - Ratio_of Number of EDP

. Number -6f>EDP- Innovators Innovatora to Nufiber of Faculty
wi‘ Rank “”5011898_ ' Number Co]]ege . Ratio’ 3
1" Agrieulture - 10 Human Ecology - 0714
2 Arts and Letters 9 - Engineering " loes2  *
3 University .9 Communication ) ' .0600
College N '
4 "Eduggtion - 7 Justin Morrill .0556
5 Natural Science 7 University College .0432
. 6 Social Science 7 “Education . - .0400
7 Engineering 6 Agriculture ' .0397
8 Human Ecology 4 ‘Arts and Letters 1.0345
9 Communication 3 . Social Science - - .5%41
10 Veterinary 2 Veterjinary Medicine .0256 '
H“d1c1n° .
~ 11" Business 1 . Natural Science .0215 -
12 Justin Morrill 1

4
Business ' ‘.0093

" Conclusion Number 2

*r
EDP supported innovators differed on zmportant Maracteristics ‘in

«  such a way that three different types of project dzrectors could
be identified.

A factor analysis of the data from the.EDP supported innovators
suggested the existence of three basic types of project directoys:
“the'reward seeker, * the information seeker, and the dissatisfied
( maverick (see.Table o) .
> <
The factor ana]ys1s indicated that reward seeking was one of ‘the
_three forces behind the undertaking of an EDP project.. However,
only sixteen percent of the EDP supported inriovators reported
: . seeking their EDP support for reasons of personal recognition -and
) status and omy four percent sought it for rewards such as promo-
tion, tenure or pay raises. Interestingly, however, personal
development as a motivating force was reported by sixty-twp per-

- cent of the respondents.
- ) . -

@
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- . : ‘ TABLE 5° -
' ' r,Eantor Analysis of EDP Innovator CharacLer|9t1cs*

Factor Loadings

. TYPE 2 TYPE 3
EDP Innovator Reward.. Information Dissatisfied
Characteristics " Seeker’ Seeker _ ‘Maverick
Reasons for Seeking the = © ‘
EDP Grant: .
Not satisfied with teaching .46** .18 7 .26
- For promotion, tenure or L .
. bpay J76%% =07 -7, N
For personal «development -~ *66** .03 .04
For recognition and status .80** .0l -.08
Department chairman's in- ) y SN o
fluence 01 .20 -.34*%*
Not satisfied with course .05 .07 .65**
FPound increase in positive
student ratings after . .
progject ‘ . 38%* .21 - 41 .
Ihfbrﬁation’Seeking before
'EDP Project: . '
Attended MSU workshop .01 LB1** <17
.~ Attended workshops at other .
universities .01 L78** L1
Read book or article .02 S7x* -.34%*
* Consulted people at other
universities .01 55%* .12 3
Consulted MSU consultant . ’
before EDP project .16 . 23 L36%% - -
Knowledge about, tnnovation -.08 LA3** .04
Empressed need for having good . R
_ students to have good class .06 L32%* -.03 7/
Innovativeness 07 L33%% .18 .
Influence of former instruc- _ -
. tor on current teachwng styZe \90 -.05 -.33%% - T
Attempted znnavabzon since L - ~
project “‘\ . T .06 210~ L63**
*Pr1nc1pa1 omponent solution after quartimax rotation. Only vari-

’

(

TYPE 1

abTes .with at 1east one 1oad1ng above

o

**Jndicates loadings above .30.

[SEN

-
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The information seeker vas typified by those faculty who attended
various workshops or had made contacts with other faculty about
teaching prior to seeking their EDP support. -There, were more EDP
supported -innovators who reported undertaking’ these kinds of Tac-

tivities than reported seeking-rewards through an” EDP project..,

Fifty-one percent reportued reading five or more articles or.books

on teaching and forty-three percent reported attending two or more

workshops on teaching prior to their EDP projects.

The final type of EDP supported innovator was the dissatisfied.
maverick: General dissatisfaction with their courses and lack of
departmental support seewed tb p(pvide motivation for some faculty
to seek support from EDP to make course improvements. In fact,

.- dissatisfacticn with their courses was reported as. the-reason- for

séekiﬁg EDP support by seventy-two percent of the EDP supported
inriovators. Fewer than thirty percent reported changes in enroll-
flent, subject matter, or curriculum as reasons for seeking sup-
port, which may indicate that the problems leading to the dissat-
isfaction were considered personal rather than deparitmental.

It should be pointed out that these percentages are presented for
descriptive purposes and do -not necessarily represent statistical-

1y significant differences between groups. The evidence does not .

_suggest that an individual was clearly only one of the three types
of innovators. It is possible that each of the three factors may
have contributed to motivating an individual faculty member to

_seek EDP suppbrt. :

-

R

Conclusion Number 3 _ . -

)

There were differences which could be tidentified belwzen EDP sup-
ported innovators and non-inmnovators in térms of personal and
soctal system characteristics. - .

Analysis of the data indicated that there were eight statistically
significant differences between EDP supported innovators and non-
innovators. (see Table 6). Innovators differed from non-1innovators

by showing: . B . . .
J

greater innovativeness
greater integration with the social system

greater information seeking about instruction

1
2
‘3. greater cosMopo]iteness
4
5

greater opinion leadership change.

Innovators' perceptions of their departments (their social ‘system)
differed from the perceptions of nen-innovators by showing:

&

1. less supportive norms on innovativeness

e 2. less supportive norms on instructional strategies

3. ” more stability of instructional adsignments.
12
-\

ST ST




11

o TABLE6

Univariate F Tests of Variable Means
for Innovators and Non-innovators

A

- No.n— e
w . Innévators innovators

Variable ' Mean Mean

. 4 . ,
Teaching Models  ° .37 - 41 L 43.42%*

Innovativeness .60 L :54, 37.47**.
_ Cosmopolite Style .02 .29 14 12%
- Local Information * . 377 7 2.9% 10.74%*
Information Seeking =~ 8.90  7.03 © gl68%*
‘Opinion Leadership Change 15 - 2.76 . 8.66%*
Faculty Reaction : ©3.90 452 . 7.01%
Opinion Leadership . .50 AR r 5.07*
Years at MSU ., 9.7 3. § 7 5.01%
Cosmopolite Information .13 Jg2° ~4.49*
Teaching stability .29 .95 , 3.98%

i

" xSignificant p <.05 ? **Significant p <.0]
TN =110 . : Degrees of Freedom T, 108

-

In addition, the mwltivariate ana]ysns«of the data indicated that~
. the two most important characteristics in differentiating between
.EDP supported innovators and non-innovators were the faculty mem-
ber's innovativeness and the faculty member's perceptions of de-
‘partmental norms on instructional .strategies. Together they
accounted for forty-four percent .of the total variance between EDP
supported 1innovators and non- -innovators when the other variables
were controlied for. Integration with the social system, on the
other hand, though. it differed betweeh the two groups, was not an
fmportant-difference. - .

. Even though differenceS'were found for onty eight™of eighteen var-
iables, the multivariate analysis used in this study was able to
account for sixty percent of the variances within the sample of
,-EPP supported innovators and non-innovators. -

Gonclusion Number 4 - f .

‘Three g uZtu couZd be zdenbzfied innovatoré, early
adopters, and non-innovators. : .

-
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o~ ' Compar1sons vere. made among the three groups of facu1ty 1nvo1ved
o and non-innovdtors. ~ The comparlson of EDP supported innovators

) important differences between these two groups. . However, it was
- also possible ‘to find important d1rrerences between the unsup-
porteg/annovators and the EDP supported innovators as well as be-
. tyeen the unsupported . -innovators and the non-innovators. The
33 ///fnature ©of these differences led to the conclusion that there vare

. - three .grpups ‘of faculty. .

Unsgpported innovators compared vith [DP supported 1nnovators

D A compar1son of the EDP supported 1nnovators with the unsupported
‘ innovatots indicated that these twa groups of innovators were not

alike. The EDP supported innovators were more innovative and

. ’ coémopolite (had influence from outside their department) less,
‘ fatalistic (felt Jack of ability to control one's future) and had

less opinion leadership.than the unsupported innovators. With
respect t© perceptions of their departments, the EDP supported
innovators reported less supportive norms on instructional stra-

" tegies, fewer resources for dnstructional improvement, and more
stability of instructi®hal assignments than unsupported innova-
tors (see Table 7).

~— -e

#and non-innovators was-reported in Conclusion Number 3, and showad

o * TABLE 7
S ®
- ' Significant Un1var1ate F Tests of V&r1ab1e
; Means for EDP Innovators . | ¥
and Unsupported Innovators = . .
_ - ] . /
) . EDP Unsupported
: . . o, ~ Innovators Ifinovators .
Variable /. lean Mean Fo7
Teaching Models 4.37 6.56 43,92**
- " Opinion Leadership . ..50 .83 P 15.44%%
H Innovativeness 1.60 2.13 - ' 10.13**
» Resourges ) 2.67 3.38 7.26%*
- Cosmopolite Style ' 10.02 . 8.25 . 6.45%
Teacher Fatalism .-~ 2.88 ,3.52 . 4.85*
Teaching StabiTlity ./ . ' 3.29- 3,98 ° 4,53
I *Significant at p <.05 **Significant at p <.01
=S : Dodf -1, M3 )
L4

—————

~in this study EDP supported jnnovators, unsupported innovators, =

X
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- : The muTtivariate analysis indicated that of the seven variables
swhich differed between -the two groups of innovators’, norms on

- . teaching strateg1es, opinion.leadership,. .and innovativeness were
the most important in differentiating between ‘these groups:

Examinéd as a whole, the difference between the two groups of
innovators can be explained in terms of the differences Rogers

. and Shoemaker identify between innovators and early adopters..
Farly adopters are those who adopt innovations after the ianova-
~tors, but before the average memgers ‘of the group. Innovators
are described as more innovative and cosmopolite, ~seek more in-
formation, and are less a part of “their social system than othner
adopters (1971 . 183). Early adopters are described by Rogers

. and Shoemaker as 5 -
. ... more integrated /a/ part of the 1ocah social
system than are 1nnovators . . . . This adopter ,
~ category, more than any other, has the greatest
. degree of opinion leadership in most social sys-
tems . . . (p. 184) -

«*

The,unsupported innovators in this study did appear more inte-

rated in their social systems in terms uf opinion l€adership

?op1n1on leadership is related to 1ntegrat1oh according to Rogers

and Shoemaker), and that the social, system appears to provide

: support for that individual in -terms of both’ norms and resources
which support innovation.

-

Unsupported innévators compared with non—innovators .
o T - °

The unsupported innovators  were . also. compared with the non-

- innovators. This analysjis indicated.that four of the variables

.- ~ differed ‘statistically Detween the unsupported innovaters and

¥ S . non-innovators. The unsupported innovators had more: innova-

. . tiveness, information seek1ng about instruction, 1ntegrat10n ‘with

. thre social system, and opinion leadership than the non- 1nnovators
(see Table 8) .

It was poss1b1e to use the procedures of discriminant”~ function
~ analysis to classify respondents as EDP supported inrovators, un-
- . Supported jhnovators, or non-innovators (comparing two groups at

-2 a time). This f1nd1ng provided additional support for the con-
. clusion that three groups of faculty exist. -

- '

[4
' Conc]us1on Number 5

] \LDP supporued tnnovators perceived £hat thezr departments did’not
. 'provide sufficient financzal and/op,psychologzcal support’ for in-
- strucbz@nal—znnovatzon f
—————— ———These data imptied that_both financial and psychological support
' - are necessary for . innovations to be adopted While the EDP

»

-1
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. .- T -TABLL 8

l,/

/7
/ ' -
. Signifigant Umivariate F Tests of Variable Mééh§ .
for Unsupported Innovators ahd Non-innovators . -
- ! // — /-‘/ .
-~ Unsupported  Non-
w Innovators. /nnovators
Var1able HMean . Mean F
Innovativeness 2.13 2.74 ¢, 10.93%%
Information Seeking 8.94 7.03 10.24**
Local Information 3.75 2.9] 10.61%*
\
Opinion Leadersh]p Change  3.02 2.76 3.99*

*Si'gnificanf Bt p <.05
N =121 0

**Significant at p< .0l
df-= 1, 119

- -~ - £

. supported 1nnovatqrs may have had some minimal psychological sup-
.port from within Jtheir departments even though norms of the de-
partment qenerag‘y did not support Jdastructional innovation and"
they were apparently not recognized .as opinion leaders regardxng ,
instruction, they had:less than the unsupported. innovators.  Need
for more than this minimal amount of support, therefone, may’
account for the EDP sipported innovators being more..cosmopolite--
making use of outside reference groups for psychological. support.
Financial support wasg of course, pr0v1ded by EDP. The unsupported
innovators came from departments whose norgs and resources provi-
ded more support for instructional innovations (as indicated - by
'the differences noted between EDP supported innovators. and unsup-

ngd innovators).” s -

Based on corre]at1on;?\ﬁa%é on the value of teaching in the de-
partments of the EDP supported innovators, it is possible to
identify some depaerenLal characteristics which tended to SUpport
innovation even thoygh the perceived amount of this support may
not have been suff1c1ent in the cases of the EDP supported innova-

Among these characteristics were:

tors (see Tables 9 ahd 10).
| 1.

Departwent va]ued teaching fpr promotlon, pay,

or rewards.

2. Departmen
sources for improving teaching.

3. Departmental faculty were

structional innovations.
(?“‘:, 3‘. ) o
= 4, Some cu
) menting

n
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receptive to in-

provided 5ame'4but not enough) re-.

I

iculum changes were Tikely to bBe fer e
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s

-
~ R ° »
A -

5. The department chairman vas
) fluential - in and asupport1ve of teach1ng

R . \Jprovements\ R .

perce1ved as in- *
im-

6. The individual innovator, in such-a depérthent

-consulted with his colleagues as a routine ' v
! ,,@atter . .ot o
- :: ) R v“w . s
ES » . 5 -

!("’ <@ s > . - -

Y
- N‘.j«*'
. . TABLE g9 -
* ¢

Pearson Product Moment Corre]at1ons between

. Value of Teaching in the Department

' and SeJectedlDepartmenta] VariabTes

<€

P

Value of teaching for promotion, pay, ‘ -

Correlation

PR

Innovation considered successfu] by co]]eagues
in department

or reward correlated with . . .’ -coefficient*
consultingw¥th colleagues im department i v .29
importance: of téaching to the jfdividual o . 82,
_~"innovating because of influence from the 5, -
. department chairman - «30:.
resources ava11ab]e in the department to - .
1mprove 1nstruct1on ' . " .41
pos1t1ve react1on of the faculty to 1nnovat1on ‘ 231
influence on teaching style by co11eagues in -
department ‘ .41

*Stgnificant at p <.01

by
-

R
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'/° .:\ \lv‘f,/Y
A 7 ABLE 10 v
& - ’ Y " Pearsgn Product Moment 7 /
Yo Correlgtions betwegn Positive Reaction, of Facu]ty
, LDP Innov tion and Selected Variabtles ,
14 - ] . DR s
‘ . Positive ydaction of, faculty B Corre]atjon' v
. to innove¥ion corre]a ed with . . coefficient* .
.29
.37

Pesources avaﬁ]ab]e in department to .
w’ improve 195truct1on . - 44

. 3 .
471*51gn1f1cant at p <.01 . j T . .
/ / | . ; . . -

f f/?/ / , IMPLICATIONS OF THIS STUDY ' »
L 8 .

There are a number of implications which can be. drawn from being - -

able to identify the differences betweeh innovators and non-

4
'

\ ,/‘

/7 . innovators. = First, identifying whether @an individual> is more - ° o
I _Mkely an innovator, early adopter, or non-innovator should’ be’
7/ , useful in program evaluation and management because it makes it
poss1b1e to determine., whether efforts and respurces are being *
spent on-the des1red‘tﬁ?get aud1ence-—1nnoyat0rs, -edrly. adopters,

L
j
,//’ . N 1
/%/ jor ‘non-irnovators. = < | N —
/ ‘  informati
! .
N . :

Second, "t should be possible to use the information about how
inngyators differ from non-innovators to devise strategies to i
N support or increase the adoption of. innovations. Strategies “to. o
Q . increase the adopt]on of innovations wdu]d attempt to change a
‘ faculty member's characterjstics or percgptions of their depart-
ments similar to the characteristics and pe 9ept1ons of-innovators . -
, or early adopters. For example, since innovators sought more in- - -
~d, formation. about_teaching and learning than non- innovators, a stra- g
tegy might be devised which rewards orf encourages information
seek1ng by individual faculty or which makes information: seek1ng
- easier by. 1ncreas1ﬁg the number of magazipes or newsletters circu- .
" lated to faculty. Such-strategies, however, would be based on the .
assumption that there ‘exist cause-effect relationships between
.those variables and adopting 1nnovat1ons or becoming an innovator. . |

B
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Thivd, this study resulted in the contradiction of several myths

about faculty participation 1in voluntary educational development

programs. It has often been thought that instructional innovators

e s oo, ¢ were primarily thﬂfyounger, more énergetic and the older, more

" o established, somewha$ dissatisfied professors. The.data from this
. study showed that all age groups were well represented.

| In addition, this study casts serious doubt on the belief-that in-
\ . structional innovation is limited to certain academic disciplines.

| It was found that faculty from across the ent1re Un1vers1ty had
l sought and received support from EDP.

However, EDP reached primarily the innovators, even though they

represented a,’wide cross-section of demographic character1s—

tics. EDP genera]]y did not directly reach those faculty who were

. |- most integrated in their social systems and/or who were opinion
\ leaders (the early adopters), and it did not reach those least in-

| tegrated in their social systems (the non-innovators). Therefore,

1 the effects, of the projects in such a program would be "less.likely

to influence faculty members not involved in the project . and

‘ would be less likely to spread rapidly throughout the institution

d ——espec1a11y to fhose not well integrated withyn that institution.

i
There are ?nd1cat1onsa/¢hough that the 0p1n1on leadership of in-

novators increased following the adoption of an innovation. Forty~'

.eight percent of -the.EDP supported innovators reported that, prior
to their EDP projects, their co]]eagues considered them "good

sources” of information on teaching and learning. _ After their -

prOJects, eighty-one percent felt they were ¢considered "good
- ‘ sources. -

This change suggests that over a Zonger period of time the innova-
tors woutd have an influence on their colleagues. The nature of
~. this influence and how long it takes to deve]op remain unclear.

-~
~:,.

‘Fourth the data from this study. showed that ﬁhe adopt1on of inno-
vations s closely related to departmental sypport given a facu]ty
member. The adoptiqn of innovations appears dependent on facﬂTty
perceiving that there is both financial and psycho]og1ca1 support
If this support cannot be obtained from the Faculty member's de-

B partment, it must be provided from outside--using outs1de funding

~~A,J'\ .- sources and increasing the cosmopo11teness or outside contacts of

O these individuals.
bd

Wherr it is possible to change the departmerit's norms and resources

to be more supportive of innovation, adopt1on of innovations will

probably be more widespread and will not require as much addition--

al outside support. In this case, EDP efforts would be directed
to influencing the. social system ‘and possibly to mak1ng individ-
uals more like early adopters——1ncreas1ng their opinion-leadership
or their integration with the soc1a1 system.

where it is more important to have a few individuals adopt innova-
1 tions quickly, maintaining thg individual's integration with the

a~ -

where it is not possible to influence the social systém eas11y or

ERIC 19 T
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social system viould be less important. - Im this case, helping the

o indiyidual 1o become an innovator would bewappropriate. In fact,

‘ the first step in influencing the norms of some'social systems may

. be to introduce a number of innovations quickly. In this case,
IO, '“~EDP-§upR0rt of innovators would.be of greatest importance. - SRR ‘

S Fina]]y:\ and pertaps the.most important implication of this study
. is that the impact of a faculty member's department or social sys-
. tem may b& l4pited to Facilitating innovation rather than being
=7 . able to aftually .motivate that individudl to undertake an-EDP
project. The principal mdtivating factors reported in this study
cénteréd on persona]_safigfactiqn'and growth. Few of the EDP sup-
ported inhbvators,ﬁﬁﬁertoo their projects as a means of coping
with ehanges in their enviro ment,*i.e., increased enrollment, or
as a'means of acliieVing tangible rewards. This makes it difficult
L) to .predict demand for EDP support based on changes in the Univer-
ity or on strategies which attempt to alter the reward or influ-
ence systems. It also suggests that educational development
efforts may have greater influence when satisfaction qnd growth
are stressed rather than when the emphasis is on relative advan-

tages or rewards of a particilar tnnovation. ‘

In-sum, the findings of this study confirmed the jmportance of an
. individual's social system in the innovation process and identi- -

' - fied specific variables which differentiate between those who are

méfe receptive to innovation and those. who are Tess receptive.

This information can provide a basis for strategy development and

for program evaluation. Furthermore, the data indicated that edu-

cational development programs based on voluntary faculty initia-

tive, such as that at MSU, provide support tdo faculty who do not

receive it -from their departments and reaches across all ages, . .

ranks, and‘academic disciplines. N N Le b

]
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