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ABSTRACT

Program evalustors and program managers should
examine appropriate dimensions of innovations when deciding to
support, accept, or reject an educational innovation. Survey
questionnaires were used with 76 teachers and administrators and 65
state supervisors and local project directors of exemplary programs
to obtain a 1ist of 38 "essential" characteristics of innovations. An
additional 300 educational practitioners responded to a 50-iten
questionnaire which included the 38 items and Likert-type response
categories. These responses were factor-analyzed to identify six
dimensions of innovation characteristics: student concern
orientation, additional resource requirements, organized resistence
potential, consumer report, credibility, and operational
implementation. A bibliography is provided. (Author)
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| The researoh‘resulta reported in this paper are part of a pwog ammatio i
"activity at. The cénter for Vboational and Teohnioal Education (cVTE) to
"devise better ways of formulating diffusion etrategies for oduoational

research and development products. The paper 18 writton from a produot
developer's perspective whioh. hopefully, does not ignore the constraints ;of;if
" and conditions which inpinge on utilization of R & D produots in sohool |
settings. In faot, the study s deaigned to obtain potential produot
users' perceptions of essential 1nnovation oharaoteristios. - ,

No attempt wlll be made 4n this poper to resolve the queation 'or"
whether it 1is best to impose innovations from outside tha produot user 8 Ll
organizational unit or develop them from within. The poaition of the innova-linflii:
tion advocate (either 1naido the targeted user's setting, or outside of 1t) .

does influence his knowledge of the aettlng and the availability of meana | o
for building rapport with potential users of the produot. An 1nsider'a (or

outsider's) perspective could result in the use of different taotios to 8&in i
the acceptance of an innovation. but the. udvooate's perepeotive ahould not

~change the intrinsic 2hsa52toz12&;&:.22.&29,1nn213&12n perooived to be. oritiﬁijj

cal for successful adoption.

1The authors are researoh and dovolopment apeoialiats at The Conter for R
Vocational and Technical Education, The Ohio State University. ' [he views . srins
indicated in this paper ars thone of the authors alone and do got neoessarily Tl
represent official positions of The Center for: Vooational and Teshnical Educa-
tion or the sponsors of the research. The sponsors of the research wore the
Offive of Education and the National Institute of Education. This paper was
presented at the Annual Meeting of the. Amerioan Eduoational Research Assooia-
tion at chioago. Illinois. April 17, 1971..‘ -
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Purpose of the Research

The primary purpose of this research was the identification of under-
lying characteristics of innovations perceived as important by sducational
practitioners. If identifiable, these underlying characteristics or dimen-
sions could be used by researchers to further study processes associated
with innovation diffusion. 1In addition, the dimensions could be used by
pract'tioners to describe the innovations to potential user audiences.
Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) point outs

We need a standard classification scheme for describing the

perceived attributes of innovetions in universal terms. Then

one would not have to study each innovation in order to pre-

dict its rate of adoption. (p. 137)

Need for the Research

Attempted improvement in educational practice is being stimulated by
federal dollars. A preliminary report of the National Advisory Council on
Education Professions Development (1973) indicates the fedsral government
has invested some 25 billion dollars over the past 10 years in efforts to
improve education in the elementary and secondary schools, in the colleges
and universities, and in other settings.

Another government report, this one from the National Institute of
Education (1973), 1ists the fedsral obiigations for education research and
development for fiscal year 1972 as 177 million doliars. Despite these
major investments in new products to improve education, very 1little evidence
exists to suggest that research and development products have had much of an
impact on educational practice. In fact, the public may have less confidenée
i1a schools than they had 10 years ago.

According to an article by Assistant Secretary of Health, Education
and Welfare, Sidney P. Marland, Jr. (1973), the American public has lost
confidence in the prospect of achieving the universally 'better" schools.
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This mood has influenced the number of sc¢hool bond referendums epprovad. As
recently as 1965, 79.4 percent of public elementary and secondary school bond
referendums were approved. By 1972, that figure was only about 47 percent.

A report by Averch, et al. (1972) on the effectiveness of schooling, paints a
dismal picture of research evidence which shows the effect of school resources
on student outcomes. One of the pollicy recommendations in this report is:

Increasing expenditures of traditional educational practices is
not likely to improve educational outcomes substantially. (p.155)

Therefore, the need exists for non-traditional approaches to educa-
tional practice. But such approaches (in the form of research and develop-

ment products) must be thoroughly tested and ths results communicated to
teachers and others who are expected to use the produgts. Frequently, inno-~

vations are thrust upon teachers who do not understand and are not prepared
to accept them. Gross, et al. (1971) reported on one such attempt. They
concluded:

One barrier that blocked the teachers' efforts to implement the

innovation throughout the sir-month period wus their lack of

clarity about the new role model. Our observations of teachers

indicated that most of them did not have a clear imege of the

role performance expected of them. (p. 196) ,
T underlying dimensions of innovaiion characteristics (e.g., space require-
ments, benefits to the students, potential for creating organized resistance,
etc.) could be identified across all types of innovations, such general
characteristics could be used by developers of research and development products
to communicate the requirewents for successfully installing the innovation in a
given setting. Such dimensions would also provide product developers with stan-

dard categories for informetion collection during field tests of the product.

2The process of implementing organizational change in schools is very
complex, It involves group decision-making procedures in an institution
(the school) which is 11l~equipped for dealing with risk and uncertainty.
See a recent article by Pincus (1974) for a cogent review of incentives for
innovation in the public schools.
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Glossary of Terms

ACCEPTANCE 38 the use and approval of an innovation by an individual or
organization.

ADOPTION is the decision to make full use of & new ldea as the best course
of action available (Rogers and Shoemaker, 1971).

ADVOCATE is the individual or group of individuals who has accepled or has
been assigned the responsibility of influencing the acceptance
and/or use of a particular product or set of products.

DIFFUSION is the process through which a product is accepted over time by
adopting units.

DIMENSION is one of a set of coordinates containing sufSeient subdimensions
to distinguish one aspect of the innovation diffusion process from
all others,

INNOVATION is a research-based educational product perceived as new by a
u3ers

PRODUCT i~ exportable information, methods and/br materials which, when used
as prescribed, will produce specified outcomes with designated tar-
geted users., 4
USER AUDIENCE i3 an individual or group of individuals who has potential for
utilizing the product. On some occasions in this paper the
adjective "targeted" i1s used with this term to indicate a user
audience designated by the product developer.
A Conceptual Framework
~ The authors (1973), developed a conceptual framework to guide research
and development of innovation diffusion étrategies. The principle elements
of the framework formed the basis for this study. Th? four elements of the
: i :
framework are: the innovation, the advocate, the con%umer (intended user)

{
of the innovation, and the strategy used to bring abod} the utilization of

the innovation.3

-

The innovation is important because it represents the
change to be made. The discrepancy between the present state of the target

user system and the desired state as represented by the innovation 1s a

3This schema smacks of products engineered by developers who reside
outside of the school setting. See Glacquinta (1973) for a discussion of
this approach to change in schools compared with greater participation by -
school personnel. .
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chief daterminant of the tactics to be used in installation. The advocate

of the innovation may be a developer, a present user or some other person

who desires to promote the use of the irnovation. He must assess his rela-
tionship to the intended user and devise ways of communicating the attributes
of the innovation. The consumer is the person or persons to be influenced by
the advocate. Consumers possess perceptions of the advocate and the innova-
tion which must be assessed if the advocate is to devise an effective strategy
for innovation use. The fourth element, of the paradigm, the strategy, is
likely to be made up of tactics sequenéed to obtain limited objectives

during the process of installing the innovatiog (gaining the acceptance of
the targeted user). Information abqu@ the»innivation plays a key role in
gaining the acceptance, support, or rejection of the innovation by the
intended user. This information should be factual and presented to the
potential user !» a manner which will accurately describe the innovation to
him. To do this, the advocate must be able to assess some of the changes
which are likely to take place in the school setting if the innovation
becomes fully installed. In addition, the advocate must be aware of the
characteristics of the innovation perceived as important by the intended
users.h This is the reason some of the items in the factors in this study

address some of these charjes. See the tables in the results section of

this paper.

hIt 1s useful to note that potentlial users of innovations may not per-
ceive characteristics of innovations in the same manner as the advocate or .
the developer of the innovation. A user's perceptions always are condi- ’
tioned by his role in the school system, the amount of change in his respon-
sibilities which is 1ikely to ocecur if the innovation is installed, and
other factors. The authors of this paper belleve the user's perceptions
of the importance of innovation characteristics provide a means of communi-
cating the pctential benefits and 1liabilities of installing an innovation
in a particular setting. This is the reason for studying potential users'
perceptions of the importance of selected innovation characteristics.
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Innovation Definition and Classification
Tho concept of "innovation" has been defined various'ways by researchers
and others depending upon the objectives and rigor of their studies. The
concept can be used as an adJective to indicate the newness of an idea; it
can be used to describe a state of mind or condition of an individual e.g.,
innovator; or it can be vsed to describe a product itself. The authors

choosé to use it in the sense of a product, a research and development pro-

duct. Thus, this paper will use the word "innovation" to mean a gpecific

product or practice to he used in school settings. Trow (1967) captures the
spirit of an innovation with this brief descriptions

An innovation is a break with routine and habit; it disrupts

unreflective ways of thinking, feeling, and behaving; it re-

quires a heightened measure of attention and interest in the

matters at hand; it forces the participants, and especially

the creators, to think in fresh ways about familiar subjects,

to reconsider old assumptions. (p. &)

One of the definitions of innovation which has persisted over time has
been the Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) notion of innovation as "an idea,
practice, or object perceived &3 new by an individual." (p. 19) It matters
little if an idea is objectively new. Presser (1969) points out that an
innovation has a point of origin in place and time when it is properly con-
sidered an invention or a new development. Please note: a product is de-
fined as an innovation by the perceptions of the user audience, not by the
perceptions of the product developers.

Innovations asve as difficult to classify as they are to define. Zalt~
man, et al. (1973} v.view>d schema for classifying innovations based on their

effects on the target system, their initial focus, and thelr outcome. It is

“difficult to build a taxonomy of innovations without relating the innovation

to the situation to be changed. Havelock (1969) discusses innovations by
types of characteristics. His major categories include both intrinsic

characteristics and extrinsic characteristics.
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The following discussion does not distinguish between intrinsic and ex-
trinsic characteristics of innovations. As indicated in a previous footnote,
such a oclassification may depend upon the perspective of the viewer e.g.y
product developer versus product user. The next section of this paper does

identify some characteristics of immovations and studiss of the impact ¢f

these characteristics on adoption of practices.

Characteristics of Innovations
The charscteristics of innovations are not_absolutes; they vary depen-
ding on the eye of the beholder. Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) identify five
characteristics of innovations which have been used to explain much of the
variance in adoption research studies:

1. Relative advantage is the degree to which an innovation is
perceived as better than the idea it superseded...

2, Compatibility is the degree to which an innovation is perceived
as being consistent with the existing values,; past experiences,
and the needs of the receivers...

3. Complexity is the degree to which an innovation is perceived
as difficult to understand and use.

L. Trialability is the degree to which an innovation may be
experimented with on a limited basis...

5. Observability is.the degree to which the results of an innova-
tion are visible to others. (pp. <2-23)

Each of these concepts descrites a quality of the innovation as it is con-
trasted with an existing situation. These variables reﬁresent an interac-~
tion between the innovation and a prospective user audience.

Fliegel and Kivlin (1966), and Clinton and House (1970) have used
these characteristics and others on selected target audiences. The Clinton
and House (1970) study found efficiency to be significantly related to inno-
vation adoption when 16 characteristics of innovations were studied among
337 teachers in five urban school districts. Divisibility and novelty were

not perceived to be important by the teachers.
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Fliegel and Kivlin (1966) compared initial cost, continuing cost, the
saving of discomfort and the saving of time, payoff, social approval, re-
covery of cost, divisibility for trial, regularity of reward, clarity of
results, complexity, compatibility, pervasiveness of consequences, and
mechanical attraction in their study of innovation characteristics of 33

-modern practices among culry farmers. In this study initial coét was not
considered a deterrent to rapid adoption. Some evidence existed to indicate.
that high continuing cost could become a deterrent to adoption. However,
farm operators studied were apparentlyﬁﬁiiiing to make investments and wait
for those investments to pay off. The saving of time and the saving of dis-
comfort received some support in the data but were overshadowed by other at-
tributes. Divisibility for trisl seemed to be an important factor in the mini~
mization of risk involved in adoption of innovations. A weak relationship
existed between clarity of results and rate of adoption. Compatability of the
innovation with the adopting unit was not an important factor in explaining
rate of adoption. The receptivity of the potential adopting unit may need to
be assessed in order to take this characteristic into account. Pervasiveness

was not an important deterrent to rapid adoption for this sample.

Summary
The reader should keep in mind that much of the knowledge about innova~
tlon diffusion 1s based on common sense and conceptuaslizations which have yet
to be reliably observed. Gross,et al. (1971) cautioneds |

Our review indicated that the literature is deficient in several
important respects. First, there has been 1little concern for
testing theories or generating testable hypotheses about factors
influencing degree of implementation. Second, data used to iso-
late conditions having an impact on implementation are typically
obtained only from the perspective of those who initiate them;
they generally ignore the point of view of organizational msmbers
?ho mugt make the behavioral changes specified by the innovation.
p. 35 '
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Methodology

This study of innovation characterdstics was extracted from a more com-
prehensive conceptual framework to ald evaluators and program personnel in
the selection of innovations and innovation diffusion strategies for school
settings. Tids paper 1s limited to A discussion of underlying dimensions of
innovation characteristics. The dimensions aim for generalizations which can
be applied to & wide‘variety of inncvations by taking previously identified
characteristics of innovations and analyzing them via factor analysis. The
term "innovation" was not defined for respondents. Responses of potential
users of innovaticns were obtained for this analysis. Therefore, the authors
believe the point of view of practitioners is represented in the data.
Several procedures ‘were used to obtain such inputs, both in the form of

structured responses and interviews.

Conduct of the Study
The results reported in this paper are the product of two research

endeavors in the Diffusion Program at The Center for Vocational and Techni-~
cal Education. Data were collected during the fiist phase df this study in

the spring and fall of 1971 from groups of vocational educators for the pur-
pose of identifying and refining elements of an Innovations Evalugtign‘Guigg.s
Data for the gecond phase of the study were collected in the spring of 1972
from a broader spectrum of educators. These data were factor analyzed to

identify underlying dimensions of innovation-oharacteristics-6 These factors

are presented in this paper.

Shetailed information on this study and a copy of the Gulde can be
found in Hull and Wells (1972).

8506 Kester and Hull (1973) for more detailed information on this
Stu@-



Population and Semple

Phagse I respondents were selected from avallable personnel in vocational
and technical education who were knowledgeable about the development and in-
stallation of innovations. After ldentifying characteristics of innovations
from the 1literature and conducting brief interviews with superintendents of
school systems in Ohio, 76 teachers and administrators in four states were
identified to complete a questionnaire. These teachers and adninistrators
were engaged in implementing exemplary programs in their local education
agencies. In addition to this sample of teachers and administrators from
exemplary program sites, state supervisors and local project directors of
exemplary programs in vocational education responded to the initial instru-
ment. Sixty-five usable responses were obtalned from the 88 state supervi-
sors and local project directors contacted.

Phase II respondents were a sample of 300 individuals distributed across
local administrators, local secondary teachers, state department of education
supervisors, teacher educators, and state policy makers (state board members
and state advisory council members) in two states. The response rate from
each sub-category of subjects ranged from 96 percent from local administra~
tors to 33 percent from state board members for an average response of 81
percent. This sample includsd but was not limited to vocational educators.

A two-phased sampling technique was employed to identify sites for
the Phase II questionnaire administration. Two urban sites were selected
from criteria based on national statistics. The urban sites were to:

1. Have a school district student population above 25,000,

2. have a citizen population above 150,000,

3. have a black population of tetween 9 and 14 percent,

4+ have another minority population (other than black or white)

of between .5 and 2 percent,

!
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5. have a per capita income between 90 and 110 percent of the
average for Standard Metropolitan Statistical Areas,

6. have a per pupil expenditure within two hundred dollars of
the national averege, and

7. be in two different census areas.
Following the selection of the urban sites in each state, suburban sites
wore selected as were rural sites. The suburban sites were districts adja-
cent to the urban districts. The rural school districts were at least 25
miles from a city of 50,000 population or more and had a population of
5,000 or less,

Data Collection Procedures
The exemplary project sites selected in Phase I of the study were

located in particular sshool buildings. No selection of the bulldings was
necessary. Teachers were randomly gselected from schools in both phsses of
the study. In Phase IT of the study, administrators in the urban areas
identified an inner city school and an outer city school as data collection
sites. In all cases, the suburban and rural school districts had only one
high school. Preference was given to teachers and administrators in high
schools only (grades 9 through 12) although some junior high school personnel
wore used. This was necessary in the rural areas in particular because many
of the districts had junior-senior high schools. Phagse II data collection
averaged about five teachers per school in the rursl sites and seven téachers
per school in the urban and suburban sites. Administrators in these local
school systems were not randomly selected because of insufficient numbers at
each site. |

State supervisors and teacher educators responding to the data collec~ ‘
tion instrument were in divisions of vocational and technical education. All

staff members in each of the two states were requested to respond.



State polioj makers were seleoted from only one atate becauae reaearohers‘

ff_lwere unable to obtain an endoraement for contaoting them in the other atate.tfte[,{?f

“”ifiifbere in the one state receiVed a mailed queetionnaire requeeting their rew-' ~‘ff;;f;

:[f'_'eponses. ‘ftirf"' ‘

“ii;TAll state board membere and state vocational edn ation advisory council mem~ f‘7i5;*

!atgaj;idjiifwi:klﬁ . | | G ’
: | AS n°t°d in the previous seotion, the researohers traveled to various ArV;i_
i':,sites in Ohio to obtain openended inpute from superintendents of 1ocal educa.e;jﬂf
’fk+ion agencies for the qnestionnaire in Phaee I. At ‘the beginning of phase IIT:%.,af

", another series of viaits wore held wth proJect directors at looal sites in ’Q;;_j;;

;}Ohio who were implementing an innovative program. Theee interviewa eerveq : 7f‘in
to sensitize the researchers to some of the day~to~day'prbriene'exberiended
by persons aeked to install an innovative prqduot. This information was ueed,A
as a basis for writing items for the Phase 11 questionnaireo

The items written for the Phase I questionnaire were summarized in the
Hull and Wells report (1972) and revised for use in the ;gggxggigng_g!g;gg
tion Guigg The 38 charaoteristics of innovations 1isted in ehis guide
wore rewritten into a fifty item questionnaire with Like*t~type reaponse
"categories- The following criteria were used as guidelines in the rewriting
of the items:

1. TItems must flow like conversation.

2. Verbs used were to be probabilistic whenever possible.

3, Ttems nere to coentain a minimal amount of Jargon.

Le Each item had to be written such that it could be answered on
the degree of importance continuum.

5. TItems should not be "socially acceptable."” In other words, the
items should not force a favorable reaction from all people.

6. Ttems should not be bipolar; they should deal with only a
single central concept.



., in the 4 priord conceptual categordes,
W Thems should not be bague or ambiguous; el
;;;fﬂ:?;;fltems should be behsviorally stated in most oases-:,;e, 5; e
i liQi”tThe nnmber of negatively and positively ststed statements ff€ 3§ﬁ

; :'~:eThe final 50 items were randomized on the questionnaire form and sssooiatedfii
. "‘f"f_'mh a i‘ive-point rating scale ranging £rom *not important" to very mpor.'_‘
"i"f tant." anh respondent was asked to rate the relativs importanoe of each -

5 ,oharaoteristio (item) from the point of view of his or her role in his or

| 'installed?" and item number 41 "parents msy obJeot to the innovation?" ‘f

to respondent group. No inferential statistios wers used in this summsry.;

kf%dItems should be uritten that wiil tsp the relevant dimensions |

"'fshould be. balanoedo11

her profession. ALl of the items in the questionnairs are inoludsd in 5l
tables 1 through 6 except for item number 38 "the innovation can be quioklyfs,»w

Dats collected in Phase I were summarized by frequenoy count acoording'*'7f”55”

Factor anslytic procedures wore used for the Phase II dsta sinoe the pri~ i
mary purpose was the identificstion of underlying dimensions among innova—~'fjfi
tion cHaracteristica. Two variations of the prinoipal oomponent faotor &
analytic model were used: (1) a principal component analysis with the input”}’;wy .

matrix being the Pearson produet-moment correlations of items aoross all
subjects; and (2) a principal component analysis with {he sum of the sqnares
and the cross products of the raw scores (item responses) as the input : |
matrix, which is similar to a design developed by Tucker and Messick (1963).
Unrotated and varimax rotated solutions of each of the models wore compared.,
Charts of eigenvalues were initially used to select various numbers of faoe
tors to be rotated. The six factors selected accounted for 63 perdent of

the variance in the solution. The selection of the "best" factor solution

was based on oriteria similar to that in Rummel (1970,'pp. L73=L75)

4



‘*trfilearning, entry and advancement in an occupation, new relatio;nh, 8 among ii
o groups, oyolioal considerations, economic and social efficiencies, rel\iit

'*i”ifdollars, as well as the effeot of the innovation on staff organizati;n,_ |

il

Results
- This section of the paper summarizes the results from each data collec-
h tion phase.k The Phase I summary contains a disoussion of the innovat‘on
",characteristics perceived as essential for teaohers and administrators., The

"‘Phase II vesults contain a discussion of the implications of ‘these innovationff*»f5f
characteristics as dimensions for evaluating potential innovations to be

', installed in school districts.

: In the gi_gﬁ,phase of the study the following Oharacteristioe of inno—,ﬁffﬁ
i'vations were considered to be most essential by both teaohers and administra-7;§
e:k>tors when evaluating an innovation: quantity of staff needed to 1n8ta11ﬁand,]”
,f operate the innovation, installation and maintenanoe coats, availability«6f :
.do11are for installation, space requirements of the innovation. lead time .

| necessary for adsquate installatiOn, souroes of dollars necessarykfor EVl;"‘i;;"‘i

'.operation, hardware required by the innovation, and the complexity of the

~?“innovation. Items rated 1east essential by all respondentsbwerel

 ability, and divisibility. ., Generally, the respondents felt _\,’heﬁ cost items o

: {isuch as sources of dollars, availability of dollars, 1imitations on uses of'-




e

‘ peroei?ed impoftanoé of the vardous dharacterietics; These findings
yinfluenced the daoision to run 4 faotor analyeia on all respondents as a
"data 8ot in the Phase II analysis. ‘

The f°11°“1ng tab1°° °f faotor loadings Tﬁpresent the most parsimonious;  #g:75

e finterpretation of several factor eolutions. The readar should keep inmind
3that the following discuesion of the"factors is heuristio and based enbirelyj;ff

'~§:jupon the faotor oombinations presented in this paper. The title of each

3 8

’ ' ,'tab1e ia the name given the factor for 1dentifioation purposea.Lk::   ,i?*~l;3/ 
e Table 1 1ndioates the firat dimension:> "' o - e e

’-~a¥ufj on thia factor-f Perhaps this faotor reflecta the teaohers' and,administra‘H

:;’f”ffperformance.~ The other items 1oading high on theffact ;‘

| ':ness to risk some resource”:4
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. Tabls 1

STUDENT-USER CONCERN ORTENTATION




|
'Tablenz;l

ADDITIONAL RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS

. 3314.63the innovation may requin’ retminine Of e’dstins S“ff?
ki'5::;22{n;1A0571:5'3ithe innovation mav reqnire 3dd1t1°“a1 buildins space?
| f11247f:13.aai;13;fthe inn°vati°n m‘Y ”‘q“1’° ‘dditi°““1 °q“ipm°nt?
|   ;; Jksﬁfn;g,gz},f;;«the 1nnovation may reQuire addi 1ona1 staff?
% 1240 the trnovation mey require adiitionsl supliés?
:57fL@;léé.[;ii;géi;igénggzrignovation mayﬁrequireaskilla»not;present in the existing;

““'?},;]“ggj};1i;79*_;é-;ﬁthe i:govation may require time fbr preparing the staff to
: ;:*f"za;zeaﬁafuse e L

,the innovation may‘reqnire,that ime bo spe
‘weekl pl ng?




g
S,

‘ﬁ,“,considering the concern expressed by respondenta in Phase I for cost 1nfor~

: mation on 1nnovations. this faotor ahould be taken very Seriously by any

| valuator of 1nnovations. The factor acoounts for 13 percent of the variance |




- Table 3

© OROANIZED RESISTANOE POTENTIAL

P ~;the superintendent_o£4achools may'be againat the 1nnovation?
_fthe principal may’ be’ :gaina’o the movatg_on? .
“5fll‘teaehers may objeot?to‘the innovation? i L

;_‘i!‘if'the seneral publio,ma'  bJectkto the}innovation? ,“f-
W‘J;;Effflthe 1nnovation'mayu_” " : :_L ; attitud "7'ﬂ   ::
kSﬁ‘Lsf{ £the innovation provideaevideneeiof itsgsuccess? S
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| Table 6 |

© OPRRATIOVAL DPLAMEMATION CONCERNS

"f'j?;ffthe innovatidn may cha 2
L teaohers and principals?”~f

k’,?fthe innovation‘can be p yini r

f’i'f;-ii_fbasis? o

wff\tthe innovation cannot be adjusted to fitfexisting el
'z;gachedules? L T oy

s : vation mayvrequire
‘:'1lschool program?




0 71 This factor accounted for 39 percent

“for the variance 1n the domain of 1nnovation characteristics.f Respon~fjf

k jdents were concerned that the 1nnovat on:be orientated to student
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